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11.1 Introduction iy

This chapter provides responses from the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the
State of Idaho to public comments on the | J
Draft Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities
Disposition Environmental Impact Statement
(HLW & FD EIS) and identifies where those
public comments led to changes to the EIS. =~
The State of Idaho, a cooperating agency in .+
the preparation of the EIS, participated in the
process of reviewing, summarizing, and %
responding to comments. In addition, the
State of Idaho responded to the comments
that were directed specifically to the State.
The following information identifies the
opportunities for public comment and
response format and provides information on
how to find responses to each of the com-
ments received.
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Response to Public Comments

1.2 Opportunities for
Public Comment and
Response Format

DOE published the Notice of Availability of the
Draft EIS in the Federal Register on January 21,
2000, (65 FR 3432) and subsequently extended
the public comment period from 60 to 90 daysin
response to public requests (65 FR 9257,
February 24, 2000). The Notice of Availability
provided information on how the public could
obtain copies of the Draft EIS and the locations,
dates, and times of the public hearings.
Individuals submitted comments in writing by
mail, fax, electronic mail, and by written or ora
comments at public hearings in Idaho Falls,
Pocatello, Twin Falls, Boise, and Fort Hall,
Idaho; Jackson, Wyoming; Portland, Oregon;
and Pasco, Washington.

In addition to Notice of Availability information
on public hearings, DOE publicized the avail-
ability of and provided information about the
Draft EIS through radio announcements in four
Western states and newspaper advertisementsin
nine states as well as distribution of the Draft
ElIS to more than 1,400 individuals and organi-
zationsin 27 states and the District of Columbia.
DOE held briefings with government and tribal
officials, public interest groups, Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory
(INEEL) employees, DOE citizens advisory
boards in ldaho and Washington, state and
Federal agencies, and other interested stakehol d-
ers.

DOE received comments from private citizens;
businesses; local, state, and Federa officids;
Native American Tribes;, and public interest
groups in Idaho, Wyoming, Washington,
Oregon, Georgia, Nevada, Maryland, South
Carolina, Wisconsin, and the District of
Columbia.

In compliance with the provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regu-
lations, DOE assessed and considered public
comments both individually and collectively.
Although many comments did not result in an
EIS change, responses are provided to clarify
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information, to explain or communicate govern-
ment policy or the relationship of this EIS to
other related NEPA documents, to direct com-
mentors to information in the EIS, or to answer
technical questions.

11.2.1 CHANGES TO THE EIS
RESULTING FROM PUBLIC
COMMENTS AND AGENCY
REVIEW

Consideration of public comments on the Draft
EIS helped ensure the adequacy of this EIS as a
decision-making tool; accordingly, this EIS
incorporates enhancements, as appropriate, in
response to public comments and DOE and State
of Idaho internal review. These enhancements
include, but are not limited to, the following:

* |[dentified the DOE and State of ldaho
Preferred Alternatives in Chapter 3.

» Added "Other Information and
Technologies Reviewed" (Chapter 2,
Section 2.3.5). This new section summa-
rizes DOE's review of information
received from the Nationa Academy of
Sciences National Research Council, com-
mentors, and others.

Updated "Alternatives Eliminated from
Detailed Analysis* (Chapter 3, Section 3.3)
to clarify why some alternatives and tech-
nologies submitted in response to the Draft
ElS discussion on purpose and need were
not considered further by DOE.

Modified data on transportation impacts
for the Minimum INEEL Processing
Alternative. Higher volumes of waste
would be produced from vitrification of
calcine at the Hanford Site than those ana-
lyzed for this alternative in the Draft EIS.
(Chapter 5, Section 5.2.9)

Updated waste inventory information in
Appendix C.7 and made corresponding
changes in long-term facility disposition
modeling (Appendix C.9), facility accident
analysis (Appendix C.4) and related sec-
tions.
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 Updated the EIS to reflect the DOE Waste
Management Programmatic EIS Record of
Decision for disposal of low-level and
mixed-low-level waste.

» Expanded the discussion of the waste inci-
dental to reprocessing procedure under
DOE Order 435.1 and the possible desig-
nation and disposal destination of wastes.

* Updated Chapter 4, "Affected
Environment," so that the information it
providesis current.

» Added a Steam Reforming Option under
the Non-Separations Alternative that
includes containerizing the calcine for
shipment to the geologic repository.

11.2.2 HOW TO LOCATE RESPONSES

TO COMMENTS

* Frequently, commentors submitted com-
ments that addressed similar or identical
topics. In such cases, DOE and the State of
Idaho grouped and summarized the com-
ments referred to as comment summaries
and prepared a single response for each
summary.

* Table 11-1 lists the topics with which sim-
ilar comments and responses are associated
(e.g. Alternatives, Section Il, provides
responses to comments related to the EIS
alternatives such as I1.B No Action). The
Roman Numerals in the Chapter 11 index
(Table 11-2) correspond with those in
Table 11-1, which lists the page numbers of

the topics identified by the Roman
Numerals.

* Table 11-2 lists comment summary num-
bers by commentor alphabetically in four
categories: Individuals, Government
Agencies/Tribes, Organizations, and
Public Hearings. Those interested in find-
ing responses to comments made by spe-
cific individuals, on behaf of specific
groups, or at particular public meetings
may turn to the index, and find the corre-
sponding category and comment summary
number. The comment summaries and cor-
responding responses are in numerical
order under the topics identified by the
Roman Numerals. Those interested in
finding comments and responses on a par-
ticular topic may find the topic and the cor-
responding page number in Table 11-1.

The document number that appears oppo-
site each name in the index corresponds to
a scanned copy of the associated comment
document. These Comment Documents
arein Appendix D of this EIS.

11.2.3 HOW TO FIND REFERENCE
DOCUMENTS

Technical references and other supporting docu-
mentation cited in this document are available
from the DOE-Idaho Operations Office [(208)
526-0833]. Readers can find the document of
interest on the alphabetical list provided in the
DOE Reading Rooms and other information
locations.
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Table 11-1. Summary Comments and DOE Responses.

Topic Page
| Purpose and Need 11-16
[l Alternatives 11-16
II.LA General: Alternatives 11-16
[1.B No Action Alternative 11-18
[1.C Continued Current Operations Alternative 11-19
[1.D Planning Basis Option 11-19
[1.E Minimum INEEL Processing Alternative 11-19
1l Waste Management Elements 11-23
I1I.LA Storage: Liquid Sodium-bearing Waste 11-23
I11.B Storage: Calcinein Bin Sets 11-25
I11.C Calcination 11-26
I11.D Treatment Technologies 11-31
[11.D.1 General: Treatment Technologies 11-31
[11.D.2 Non-Separations Technologies 11-33
I11.D.2.a Hot Isostatic Pressed Waste Technology 11-33
[11.D.2.b Direct Cement Technology 11-33
I11.D.2.c Vitrification Technology 11-36
[11.D.3 Separations Technologies 11-39
[11.D.4 Treatment Technologies Considered but 11-42
Eliminated from Further Consideration
I11.E Storage of Treated Waste 11-45
I11.F Disposal of Treated Waste 11-46
[11.F.1 Genera: Disposal 11-46
[11.F.2 HLW Geologic Repository 11-47
[11.F.3 Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 11-50
[11.F.4 Low-level Waste Near-surface Landfill 11-50
IV Facility Disposition 11-51
IV.A Clean Closure 11-51
IV.B Performance Based Closure 11-52
IV.C Closureto Landfill Standards 11-52
IV.D Performance Based Closure with Low-level Waste 11-53
Class A or Class C Grout
V Waste Definitions, Characteristics, and Quantities 11-54
VI Timing of the EIS 11-59
VIl Lega Requirements and Government-to-Government 11-60
Relationships
VIILA NEPA 11-60
VII.B CERCLA 11-63
VII.C RCRA 11-64
VII.D Settlement Agreement/Consent Order 11-65
VIIL.E Tribal Issues 11-69
VIl Environmental Impacts 11-70
VIII.LA Genera: Environmental Consequences 11-70
VIII.B Air Quality 11-75
VIII.C Water Resources 11-78
VI1I1.D Biological Resources 11-83
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Table 11-1. Summary Comments and DOE Responses (continued).

ldaho HLW & FD EIS

Topic Page

VIII.E Geology Seismic Risk 11-83
VIII.F Land Use 11-84
VIII.G Health and Safety 11-84
VIII.H Transportation 11-87
VIII.I Socioeconomics 11-89
IX Public Involvement 11-89
IX.A EIS- Overal Content, Format, and Appearance 11-89
IX.B EISDistribution 11-91
IX.C EIS Comment Period and Public Meetings 11-92
IX.D DOE Credibility and Suggested Forums for 11-94

Resolution

X Costs, Funding, and Financial Considerations 11-96
X1 Issues Outside the Scope of the EIS 11-101

1-5
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Table 11-2. Index - Alphabetical List of Commentors by Name.

Appendix D
Comment
Document
Commentor Comment Summary Number(s) Number
Individuals

Allister, Pamela— Snake River Alliance  11.A (5); I11.D.1 (4); 111.D.1 (6); I1I.E (1); VI (2); VII.A (6); 50

VIL.B (3); IX.C(3); IX.C (4);
Anonymous I1LE (3); IX.B (3); IX.C(3); X (9) 21
Ballenger, Rebecca I11.D.2.c (1) 73
Batezel, Joyce 11.D.2.b (1); IV.C(1); IX.C(4) 30
Bennett, Dan XI (10) 36
Bires, Bill VI (2); VIILA (5); IX.D (2); X (10); X (13) 38
Blazek, Mary Lou — Oregon Office of LA (3); I1LE (2); I1.E (3); 111.D.2.c (5); VII.A (2); VIII.C (2); 51
Energy VIILC (3); VIII.C (9); VIII.D (1); IX.A (8); IX.C(3); IX.C(5)
Brailsford, Beatrice — Snake River ILA (1); I1LA (3); 111.D.1 (4); 111.D.3 (2); V (9); VII.D (1); VIIL.A 42
Alliance (8); VIIL.C (5); IX.A (4); IX.C(7); IX.D (2)
Broncho, Claudeo — Vice Chairman, 11.B (1); 11.C (2); I1.E (6); I11.A (2); l11.C (4); 111.D.2.b (6); 62
Fort Hall Indian Reservation 111.D.2.c (4); 111.D.3 (1); I1I.E (2); .F.2 (2); H1.F.2 (2); I1l.F.3

(2); N.F4(2); IV.AD; V(D;V(2;V(9); VILA (2); VILA

(5); VII.D (4); VII.D (6); VIL.E (1); VII.E (2); VII.LE (3); VIII.C

(6); VIII.C (7); VIILH (2); IX.A (8); IX.C (4)
Broscious, Chuck — Environmental ILA (3); ILE (1); HLLA (1); H1.C (3); HL.C (5); 1I1.C (7); 111.D.1 68
Defense Institute (1); 11.D.2.b (5); 11.D.2.c (1); 111.D.2.c (2); 111.D.3 (2); I1l.E (2);

I1L.F.2 (2); I.F.2 (5); 11.LF.3(1); IV.C(2); V (10); V (11); V

(12); V (4); V (7); V (9); VILLA (8); VII.B (2); VII.C (1); VII.C

(3); VII.C (4); VII.D (6); VIIL.A (3); VIIIL.B (3); VIII.B (6);

VIILC (1); VIIL.C (8); VIILG (6); IX.D (1); IX.D (6); XI (5); XI

(7); X1 (9)
Cady, Ken ILA (3); VIIL.B (2); VIII.B (5) 36
Challistrom, Charles— U.S. Department ~ VIIILF (1) 32
of Commerce
Clark Rhodes, Melissa I1X.D (3) 14

ILE (2); 11.E (8); I11.C (5); 111.D.2.b (1); 111.D.2.c (1); 111.D.3 (1); 80

IV.A (1); IV.A (2); VIII.C (4); VIII.C (5); VIII.G (4); IX.A (2)

VIL.D (6); IX.D (3) 36
Clayton, Whit IX.D (7); IX (2); IX (6) 36
Craig, Larry — U.S. Senate IX.A (2 6
(Georgia Dixon presenter) IX.A (2) 35
Crapo, Michael —U.S. Senate VI1I1.D (6) 4
(Suzanne Hobbs presenter) VII.D (6) 35
Creed, Bob VIIL.C (5) 59
Currier, Avril ILA (2); VIII.B (4) ; IX.D (2 11

ILA (2); 111.D.1 (2); VII.D (2) 36
Debow, W. Brad I1LA (1); 111.C (10); 111.C (10); 111.C (5); I11.C (8); 111.D.1 (6); 33
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Table 11-2. Index - Alphabetical List of Commentors by Name (continued).

ldaho HLW & FD EIS

Appendix D
Comment
Document
Commentor Comment Summary Number(s) Number

Donnelly, Dennis 1.F.2 (2); H.F.2(5); V (11); VIII.C (1); VIII.C (1); VIII.H (2) 28

111.B (3); IV.A (2); VIII.C (1); IX.C (2); IX.D (1); X (10) 42

LA (2); N1.D.2.c (4); N1.D.2.c (5); N1.D.4 (2); XI (7) 81
Dubman, Matt; Storms, Andrew; and LA (2); 111.D.2.c (2) 72
Lyons, Zack
Edmo, Blaine — Shoshone-Bannock VII.D (5); VIL.E (2); VILLE (3); IX.D (2) 42
Tribal Council IX.A (2) 42
Elliott, Heather — Nevada Department of  111.E (2); VIII.H (1) 40
Administration
Foldyna, Erikaand Lloyd, Kaitlin 111.D.2.c (2); 111.D.3 (2); IX.C (D) 69
Fulton, Dan IX.D (2); X1 (6) 36
Gebhardt, Christian F. —U.S. EPA, IX.A (2); IX.B(2) 66
Region 10
Giese, Mark I1.C(3) 46
Gillespie, Christy X (12); X1 (5) 36
Glaccum, Ellen LA (2); 111.C (3); 111.D.3 (1); 111.D.3 (2); 11.F.2 (2); l11.F.4 (D); 85

IV.A (1); V (9); VII.D (1); VIIL.B (2); VIII.LE (2); IX.D (2); IX.D

(2); X1(7)
Goicoechea, Jake; Baehr, Jeffrey; and I11.D.2.c () 78
Madsen, Logan
Goodenough, Ashten ILA (2) LA (1) 74
Heacock, Harold — Tri-Cities Industrial ~ 11.E (2); 11.E (3); [1.E (4); 11.E (5); I1.E (6); VII.A (2); VIII.H (3); 31
Development Council VIILI(2)

I.E (2); I1.LE (3); I1.LE (4); II.LE(5); Il.E (6); VIL.A (2); VIILH (3); 53

VIILI (2)
Henneberry, David LA (2); VIIL.G (2); X1 (5) 36
Henry, Tom X1 (5) 15
Hensel, Dave — Snake River Alliance I11.D.2.c (2); H1.D.3 (1); IL.E (3); IV.C (2); VII.B (2); VII.D (3); 36

VIILH (4)
Herschfield, Berte— Keep Yellowstone  111.A (1); 111.C (4); 111.D.1 (1); I11.LF.2 (5); IX.B (1); IX.C (2); 36
Nuclear Free IX.D (2); V (9); VI (2); VILA (6); VIII.G (7)
Hobson, Stanley — INEEL Citizens LA (1); I1LE (3); ILLE (6); II.A (2); 111.B (2); 111.C (4); l11.D.1 54
Advisory Board, Interim Chair (4); 11.D.2.c (5); 111.D.4 (5); I11.F.2 (1); H1.F.2 (2); I1l.F.2 (4);

IV.C (2); IX.A (2); IX.A (3); IX.C(2); V (5); VI (2); VIL.A (6);

VII.C (2); VII.D (3); VIL.D (6); VIILA (2); X (11); X (12); X (2);

X (5); X1 (3)

I1.A (1); 11.E (3); ILE (6); I11LA (2); 111.B (2); 111.C (4); 111.D.1 55

(4); 1.D.2.c (5); 111.D.4 (5); I11.F.2 (1); H1.F.2 (2); I1l.F.2 (4);

IV.C(2); V (5); VI (1); VIL.A (6); VII.C (2); VII.D (3); VII.D

(6); VIILA (2); IX.A (2); IX.A (3); IX.C(2); X (11); X (12); X

(2); X (5); X1 (3)
Hoke, Vickie X1 (5) 79
Holt, Kenneth W. — U.S. Department of ~ VI11.B (1); IX.B (2) 23
Health and Human Services

1-7
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Table 11-2. Index - Alphabetical List of Commentors by Name (continued).

Appendix D
Comment
Document
Commentor Comment Summary Number(s) Number
Hopkins, Steve — Snake River Alliance  11.A (5); 11.D (2); I11.E (2); 111.D.1 (8); 111.D.3 (2); 111.D.3 (3); 45
ILE (2); IX.C (2); IX.C (4); X1 (7)
I (2); LA (3); 111.D.1(2); 111.D.1 (8); 111.D.3 (1); 111.D.3 (3); 50
I1LE (1); VII.D (6); IX.A (1); IX.A (6); X (2); X (4); X1 (3)
111.D.1 (1); 111.D.3 (1); H1.D.3 (3); HL.E (2); H.F.1(2); V (9); 67
VIILA (4); VILA (6); VIII.C (5); IX.C(2)
Hormel, Jay — Snake River Alliance I1.LA (5); l11.D.2.c (1) 24
Jobe, Lowell — Codlition 21 N.F.2 (1); H.F.2(2); VI (1); VIL.A (1); X (2); X1 (3) 2
I.F.2 (1); H.F.2 (2); VIL.A (1); VII.D (1); X (2); X1 (3) 35
Joel, Jeffrey I.A (3); 111.C (6); X (2) 10
I1.A (3); ILE(7); I11.C (6); X (2) 36
Kaiyou, Shirley — Shoshone-Bannock IX.C(3); IX.C(6); IX.D (2); X (13) 42
Tribes
Kenney, Richard — Codlition 21 111.C (2); 111.D.3 (1); 111.D.4 (3); 111.D.4 (6); 111.D.4 (6); 111.D.4 83
(8); NL.LF.1 (3); I11.F.2 (1); 11.F.2 (2); l1l.LF.2 (6); VII.D (2);
VII.D (6); VIILA (2); VIIL.G (7); VIIL.G (8); IX.A (4); IX.C(D);
X (14); X1 (1); XI (7)
Knight, Page I1.E (4); I1.LE (5); I1LE (8); 11.D.1 (4); I1L.E (2); VI (1); X1 (7); 38
IX.D (1)
Kruse, Stephen D. 11.B (2); VI (1); VIILA (2); VIII.H (5); IX.A (2); 1X.D (6); X (6) 84
Laybaum, Jim I1.E (8); I11.C (4); 111.D.2.b (6); I11.D.2.c (1); 111.D.3 (1); IlL.E 36
(3); VIIL.G (2); IX.C (2); IX.C (4); X (11); X (9); X (9)
Lindsay, Richard 111.B (1); VIII.G (8) 8
Linn, Benn 111.D.1(5); VI (1); IX.C (4); IX.D (2) 36
Martin, Todd — Snake River Alliance I.LE (5); LA (1); 11.D.3 (2); I1L.E (2); VILLA (4) 45
111.D.3 (1); L.E (2); VIILA (4); VI1.D (6); X (13); X (6); X (9); 50
X1 (7)
Martiszus, Ed LA (2); VILA (6); 1X.C (8) 38
Maxwell, Tatiana 111.D.1 (4); 111.D.2.b (5); 111.D.2.c (2); IX.D (1); IX.D (2) 36
Mincher, Bruce [11.C (1); I11.C (2); 111.D.1 (3); 111.D.4 (8); VII.D (2); VIIILI (1); 43
IX.D (1); XI (7)
MsMere, Reverend 111.D.1(6); VIII.B (2) 50
Newcomb, Anne IV.C (2); VIILLA (10); VIII.C (4); IX.D (3); X (9); XI (7) 44
Niles, Ken — Oregon Office of Energy I1.E (1); I1.LE (4); 11.LE (5); II.LE (6); 1|.LE (8); VIL.A (2); VIILH (5); 27
IX.C(5)
I1.E (1); I1.E (4); 11.LE (5); I1.E (8); IX.C (3) 38
Nissl, Jan I1.A (1); LA (5); 11.D.3 (1); VII.B (1) 19
Oldani, Cisco X1 (5) 12
Oliver, Thomas — Studsvik, Inc. 111.D.4 (4); XI (5) 57
111.D.4 (4) 60
Ossi Jr., Anthony — U.S. Department of  IX.B (2) 29

Transportation
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Table 11-2. Index - Alphabetical List of Commentors by Name (continued).

ldaho HLW & FD EIS

Appendix D
Comment
Document
Commentor Comment Summary Number(s) Number

Parkin, Richard B. —U.S. EPA, Region  I1.E (1); I.E (2); Il.LE (5); I.F.2 (2); I1I.F.4 (2); IV.C (1); IV.C 56
10 (3); IV.D (1); V (12); V (8); VII.B (1); VIII.C (4); X (11); X

(15); X (6)
Plansky, Lee IX.A(8);V (2 7

IX.A(8);V (2 17
Porter, Chelsea and Spear, Edie 111.D.1(2) 77
Reeves, Merilyn — Hanford Advisory IL.E (2); 11.E (3); 11.E (5); 11.E (6); 11.E (9); VII.A (6) 39
Board, Chair ILE (2); IL.E (3); IL.E (5); IL.LE (6); I1.E (9): VII.A (6) 52
Rhodes, Donald 111.D.2.c (3); 111.D.3 (1); I11.D.4 (1) 20
Ross, Wayne I1.E (4); 111.C (1); VII.D (6) 26
Roth, Char I1.A (2); VIIL.B (4); XI (5) 22
Ruttle, Dr. & Mrs. Paul I1X.D (2); X1 (5); XI (6) 13
Saphier, Ruthann I1L.A (1); I1LA (5); 111.D.3 (1); VIL.B (1); X1 (5) 25
Schueren, Briana and Reardon, LA (2); HLE (3); VIILL.G (2); IX.C(2) 70
Katherine
Shuptrine, Sandy — Teton County I1LA (5); VILA (7); VII.D (3); VIILA (9); IX.C (4); X (1); X (3); 36
Commissioners X (9)
Siemer, Darryl 111.C (2); I11.C (2); 11.C (9); 111.D.1 (4); 111.D.1 (6); 111.D.2.a(1); 1

111.D.2.b (1); 111.D.2.b (4); 111.D.2.b (6); 111.D.3 (4); 111.D.4 (4);

111.D.4 (6); 111.D.4 (7); NLE (2); l1I.F.2 (2); I1l.F.2 (6); lIl.F.3

(D); V (6); V (9); VII.D (2); VII.D (3); VII.D (6); IX.A (2); IX.A

@ XE;XIE)

1 (3); HI.C (1); 11.C (2); 111.C (9); 111.D.1(2); 11.D.1 (4); 111.D.1 9

(6); 111.D.2.a(2); 111.D.2.b (2); 111.D.2.b (2); 111.D.2.b (3);

111.D.2.b (4); 111.D.2.b (6); 111.D.3 (2); 111.D.3 (4); 111.D.4 (4);

111.D.4 (6); 111.D.4 (7); 1L.E (1); HI.E (2); 11.F.2 (1); I1.F.2 (3);

11.F.2 (6); H.F.3(2); V (3); V (6); V (9); VII.D (2); VII.D (3);

VIL.D (6); IX.A (2); IX.A (3); IX.A (8); X (3); XI (3); XI (4)

1 (2); 111.D.1 (4); 111.D.2.c (4); I1I.E (2); 1.F.2 (1); 1I.F.2 (5); 35

VILA (3); VII.D (6)

111.C (2); 111.D.2.b (1); 111.E (1); VI1.D (6); X (8) 36
Simpson, Mike— U.S. House of IX.A (2 5
Representatives IXA (2) 35
(Laurel Hall presenter)
Sims, Lynn 11.B (2); I1.LE (2); LA (1); 111.D.1 (5); H1.F.1 (2); VLA (10); 49

I1X.C (6); X (10); X1 (8)
Sipiora, Ashinaand Asbury, Alexandra  I1.A (2); VILLA (6); IX.C () 71
SIeeger_, Preston A. — U.S. Department None 48
of Interior VIIB (2) 82
Sluszka, Janet VI (1) 18
Smith, Rhonnie — Cogema, Inc. 111.D.4 (4) 58
Spitzer, Horton VIILA (6); IX.C (3); IX.D (2); X1 (5) 36
Stephens, Tom IX.A (3); IX.A (5 36
Stewart, Margaret M. ILA (1); ILA (4); 11LA (5); 111.D.2.c (2); 111.D.3 (1); I1.E (2); 64

VILB (1); VII.D (1); VIIL.G (7); IX.D (4); IX.D (6); XI (7)
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Table 11-2. Index - Alphabetical List of Commentors by Name (continued).

Appendix D
Comment
Document
Commentor Comment Summary Number(s) Number
Stoner, Tom 11.D.1 (7); I1LE (1); I11.F.2 (5); VIL.B (3); VIILA (4); 1X.D (1) 16
LA (1); 11.C (3); VI (1) 41
Stout, Kemble and Mildred I1.C(3) 47
Tanner, John [11.C (2); 11.D.3 (1); 111.F.2 (1); IX.C (2) 63
11.D.1 (1); 1.F.2 (1); X (7) 35
Taylor, Dean 1.F.2 (1); VIILA (6); X (12); X (4) 76
Volpentest, Sam — Tri-Cities Industrial ~ 11.E (2); I.E (3); 11.E (4); IL.E (5); IL.E (6); VII.A (2); VIIL.H (3); 34
Development Council VIILI (2)
Wakefield, Sophia VII.D (2); VIIL.B (2); IX.A (7); 1X.D (5) 36
Ward, Kevin LA (1); 111.D.2.c (1); IX.C (1); VIIL.G (1) 75
Weaver, Roxanne ILA (3); IX.C(2); XI (2) 36
Willison, Jim VIILA (12); VIILA (6); VIILG (3); VIILG (5); IX.A (1); IX.A 61
)
Wood, George — Coalition 21 VIILA (2); VIILA (7); VIILB (4); VIIL.C (1); VIII.G (8) 37
Government Agencies/Tribes
Nevada Department of Administration I1.E (1); VIILH (1) 40
(Heather Elliott)
Oregon Office of Energy (Mary Lou ILA (3); ILLE (2); I1.LE (3); I11.D.2.c (5); VIL.A (2); VIII.C (2); 51
Blazek) VIILC (3); VIII.C (9); VIII.D (1); IX.A (8); IX.C (3); IX.C (5)
Oregon Office of Energy (Ken Niles) [LLE (1); I1.E (4); 11.E (5); 1L.E (6); I.E (8); VII.A (2); VIII.H (5); 27
IX.C (5)
ILE (2); 1L.E (4); IL.E (5); IL.LE (8); IX.C (3) 38
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (Claudeo [1.B (1); 11.C (1); IL.E (6); I1I.A (2); 111.C (4); 111.D.2.b (6); 62
Broncho) [11.D.2.c (4); 111.D.3 (1); I1L.E (1); I11.F.2 (1); N1.F.2 (2); Il.LF.3
(D); ILFA(2); IV.A (1); V (1); V (2); V (9); VILA (2); VILA
(5); VI1.D (4); VII.D (6); VIL.E (1); VIL.E (2); VII.E (3); VIII.C
(6); VIII.C (7); VIILLH (2); IX.A (8); IX.C (4)
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (Blaine VII.D (5); VILE (1); VILE (3); IX.A (2); IX.D (1) 42
Edmo)
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (Shirley IX.C(3); IX.C(6); IX.D (2); X (13) 42
Kaiyou)
Teton County (WY) Commissioners ILA (5); VILA (7); VIL.D (3); VIILA (9); IX.C (4); X (2); X (3); 36
Sandy Shuptrine X (9)
U.S. Department of Commerce (Charles  VIIILF (1) 32
Challistrom)
U.S. Department of Health and Human ~ VII1L.B (1); IX.B (2) 23
Services (Kenneth W. Holt)
U.S. Department of Interior (Preston A.  None 48
Sleeger) VIILB (2) 82
U.S. Department of Transportation IX.B (2 29
(Anthony Ossi Jr.)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  IX.A (2); IX.B (2) 66

—Region 10 (Christian F. Gebhardt)

DOE/EIS-0287
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Appendix D
Comment
Document
Commentor Comment Summary Number(s) Number

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  I1.E (2); I1.LE (2); I1.LE (5); I11.F.2 (2); l1l.F.4 (2); IV.C (1); IV.C 56
—Region 10 (Richard B. Parkin) (3); IV.D (1); V (12); V (8); VII.B (1); VIII.C (4); X (11); X

(15); X (6)
U.S. House of Representatives (Mike IX.A (2 5
Simpson) (Laurel Hall presenter) IXA (2) 35
United States Senate (Larry Craig) IX.A (2) 6
(Georgia Dixon presenter) IX.A(2) 35
United States Senate (Michael Crapo) VII.D (6) 4
(Suzanne Hobbs presenter) VII.D (6) 35

Organizations

Coalition 21 (Lowell Jobe) I1.F.2 (1); H.F.2 (2); VI (1); VILA (1); X (2); XI (3) 2

I1.F.2 (1); H.F.2 (2); VII.A (2); VII.D (2); X (2); XI (3) 35
Coalition 21 (Richard Kenney) I11.C (2); 111.D.3 (2); 111.D.4 (3); I11.D.4 (6); 111.D.4 (8); lIl.F.1 83

(3); 11.LF.2 (2); H1.F.2 (2); I11.F.2 (6); VII.D (2); VII.D (6);

VIILA (2); VIII.G (7); VIIL.G (8); IX.A (4); IX.C (2); X (14); XI

(1); X1(7)
Coalition 21 (George Wood) VIILA (2); VIILA (7); VIILB (4); VIII.C (1); VIIL.G (8) 37
Cogema, Inc. (Rhonnie Smith) 111.D.4 (4) 58
Environmental Defense Ingtitute (Chuck  11.A (3); I1.E (1); I11.A (2); I11.C (3); I11.C (5); I1I.C (7); 111.D.1 68
Broscious) (1); H1.D.2.b (5); I.D.2.c (1); 111.D.2.c (2); 111.D.3 (1); I1I.E (D);

I1.F.2 (2); H.F.2 (5); 1I.F.3 (1); IV.C(2); V (10); V (11); V

(12); V (4); V (7); V (9); VILA (8); VILB (2); VII.C (1); VII.C

(3); VII.C (4); VII.D (6); VIILLA (3); VIIL.B (3); VIII.B (6);

VIII.C (2); VIII.C (8); VIII.G (6); 1X.D (1); IX.D (6); XI (5); XI

(7); X1(9)
Foothills School of Artsand Sciences I11.D.2.c (1) 73
(Rebecca Ballenger)
Foothills School of Arts and Sciences LA (1); 111.D.2.c (2) 72
(Matt Dubman)
Foothills School of Artsand Sciences 111.D.2.c (2); 11.D.3 (1); IX.C () 69
(Foldyna, Erikaand Lloyd, Kaitlin)
Foothills School of Arts and Sciences 111.D.2.c (1) 78
(Goicoechea, Jake; Baehr, Jeffrey; and
Madsen, Logan)
Foothills School of Arts and Sciences LA (2); 1A (1) 74
(Goodenough, Ashten)
Foothills School of Artsand Sciences 111.D.1(2) 7
(Porter, Chelsea and Spear, Edie)
Foothills School of Arts and Sciences LA (D); HLE (3); VIIL.G (2); IX.C (1) 70
(Schueren, Briana and Reardon,
Katherine)
Foothills School of Artsand Sciences I1.LA (2); VILA (6); IX.C (1) 71
(Sipiora, Ashinaand Asbury,
Alexandra)
Foothills School of Artsand Sciences LA (1); 111.D.2.c (2); VIIL.G (2); IX.C (D) 75

(Kevin Ward)
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Table 11-2. Index - Alphabetical List of Commentors by Name (continued).

Appendix D
Comment
Document
Commentor Comment Summary Number(s) Number
Hanford Advisory Board (Merilyn ILE (2); 11.LE (3); Il.E (5); II.E (6); II.E (9); VII.A (6) 39
Reeves)
I1.E (2); II.E (3); I1.LE (5); I1.E (6); I1.E (9); VII.A (6) 52
LA (2); 11.E (3); ILE (6); I11LA (2); 111.B (2); 111.C (4); 111.D.1 55
(4); 1.D.2.c (5); 111.D.4 (5); I11.F.2 (1); H1.F.2 (2); I1l.F.2 (4);
IV.C(2); IV (5); VI (1); VII.A (6); VII.C (2); VII.D (3); VII.D
(6); VIILA (2); IX.A (2); IX.A (3); IX.C(2); X (11); X (12);
X (2); X (5); X1 (3)
Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free (Berte  111.A (2); 111.C (4); 11.D.1 (2); I11.LF.2 (5); V (9); VI (2); VII.A 36
Herschfield) (6); VIIL.G (7); IX.B (2); IX.C (2); IX.D (2)
Mere Peace Church (Reverend MsMere) 111.D.1(6); VIII.B (2) 50
Snake River Alliance 111.D.1 (1); 111.D.3 (1); 11.D.3 (3); NL.LE (2); 1.F.1 (2); V (9); 65
VIILA (4); VILA (6); VIII.C (5); IX.C(2)
Snake River Alliance (Pam Allister) LA (5); 111.D.1 (4); 111.D.1 (6); II.E (2); VI (1); VIIL.A (6); 50
VII.B (3); IX.C (3); IX.C(4)
Snake River Alliance (Beatrice LA (2); 11LA (3); 111.D.1 (4); 111.D.3 (1); V (9); VII.D (1); VIIILA 42
Brailsford) (8); VIII.C (5); IX.A (4); IX.C(7); IX.D (2)
Snake River Alliance (Dave Hensel) 111.D.2.c (1); 11.D.3 (1); HI.E (3); IV.C (1); VII.B (1); VII.D (3); 36
VIILH (4)
Snake River Alliance (Steve Hopkins) LA (5); 11.D (1); I1.LE (2); 111.D.1(8); 111.D.3 (1); 111.D.3 (3); 45
HLE (2); XI (7); IX.C (2); IX.C (4)
I (2); ILA (3); 111.D.1(2); 111.D.1(8); 111.D.3 (2); 111.D.3 (3); 50
I1L.E (1); VII.D (8); IX.A (1); IX.A (6); X (2); X (4); X1 (3)
111.D.1 (1); 111.D.3 (1); H1.D.3 (3); HLE (2); 1.F.1(2); V (9); 67
VIILA (4); VILA (6); VIII.C (5); IX.C(2)
Snake River Alliance (Jay Hormel) ILA (5); Il.D.2.c (1) 24
Snake River Alliance (Todd Martin) I.LE (5); II.LA (1); 11.D.3 (2); I.E (1); VII.A (4) 45
111.D.3 (1); I11.E (2); VII.A (4); VI1.D (6); X (13); X (6); X (9); 50
X1 (7)
Studsvik, Inc. (Thomas Oliver) I11.D.4 (4); XI (5) 57
111.D.4 (4) 60
Tri-Cities Industrial Development I.E (2); II.LE (3); IL.LE (4); I.LE (5); I1.E (6); VIL.A (2); VIILH (3); 31
Council (Harold Heacock) VIILI(2)
I1.E (2); I1.LE (3); I1.LE (4); II.LE (5); Il.E (6); VIL.A (2); VIILH (3); 53
VIILI (2)
Tri-Cities Industrial Development ILE (2); I1.LE (3); Il.E (4); I1I.E (5); Il.E (6); VII.LA (2); VIII.H (3); 34

Council (Sam Volpentest)

DOE/EIS-0287
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Appendix D
Comment
Document
Commentor Comment Summary Number(s) Number
Public Hearings
Boise Public Hearing, Pamela Allister [1LA (5); 111.D.1 (4); 111.D.1 (6); lI1.E (2); VI (1); VIIL.A (6); 50
VILB (3); IX.C (3); IX.C(4)
Boise Public Hearing, Steve Hopkins I (1); LA (3); 111.D.1(2); 111.D.1(8); 111.D.3 (2); I11.D.3 (3); 50
I11.E (1); VII.D (6); IX.A (2); IX.A (6); X (2); X (4); X1 (3)
Boise Public Hearing, Todd Martin 111.D.3 (1); I11.E (1); VILA (4); VI1.D (6); X (13); X (6); X 50
(9); X1 (7)
Boise Public Hearing, Reverend 111.D.1 (6); VIII.B (2) 50
MsMere
Fort Hall Public Hearing, Beatrice I1.A (1); I1.LA (3); 111.D.1 (4); 111.D.3 (1); V (9); VII.D (1); VIIL.A 42
Brailsford (8); VIII.C (5); IX.A (4); IX.C(7); IX.D (1)
Fort Hall Public Hearing, Dennis I11.B (3); IV.A (1); VIII.C (2); IX.C (2); IX.D (1); X (10) 42
Donnelly
Fort Hall Public Hearing, BlaineEdmo ~ VI1.D (5); VIL.LE (1); IX.D (2) 42
IX.A (2) 42
Fort Hall Public Hearing, Shirley IX.C (3); IX.C(6); IX.D (1); X (13) 42
Kaiyou
Idaho Falls Public Hearing, U.S. IX.A (2 35
Senator Larry Craig (Comments read by
Georgia Dixon)
Idaho Falls Public Hearing, U.S. VI1.D (6) 35
Senator Michael Crapo (Comments read
by Suzanne Hobbs)
Idaho Falls Public Hearing, Lowell Jobe  111.F.2 (1); l11.F.2 (2); VII.A (1); VII.D (1); X (2); XI (3) 35
Idaho Falls Public Hearing, Darryl I (2); H1.D.1 (4); 111.D.2.c (4); IIL.LE (2); 111.F.2 (1) 35
Siemer
Idaho Falls Public Hearing, U.S. IX.A (2 35
Representative Mike Simpson
(Commentsread by Laurel Hall)
Idaho Falls Public Hearing, John Tanner  111.D.1 (1); 11.F.2 (2); X (7) 35
Jackson Public Hearing, Dan Bennett X1 (10) 36
Jackson Public Hearing, Ken Cady I1.A (3); VIIL.B (2); VIII.B (5) 36
Jackson Public Hearing, Whit Clayton IX.D (7); XI (1); XI (6) 36
Jackson Public Hearing, Avril Currier LA (2); 111.D.1(2); VII.D (2) 36
Jackson Public Hearing, Dan Fulton IX.D (2); X1 (6) 36
Jackson Public Hearing, Christy X (12); X1 (5) 36
Gillespie
Jackson Public Hearing, David LA (2); VIIL.G (2); X1 (5) 36
Henneberry
Jackson Public Hearing, Dave Hensel I11.D.2.c (2); 11.D.3 (2); H1.E (3); IV.C(2); VII.B (2); VII.D (3); 36
VIILH (4)
Jackson Public Hearing, Berte LA (2); 11.C (4); 111.D.1 (2); H1L.F.2(5); V (9); VI (D); VI (D); 36
Herschfield VILA (6); VIIL.G (7); IX.B (1); IX.C (2); IX.D (1)
Jackson Public Hearing, Jeffrey Joel LA (3); ILE (7); I11.C (6); X (2) 36
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Table 11-2. Index - Alphabetical List of Commentors by Name (continued).

Appendix D
Comment
Document
Commentor Comment Summary Number(s) Number
Jackson Public Hearing, Jim Laybaum I1.E (8); I11.C (4); 111.D.2.b (6); 111.D.2.c (1); I11.D.3 (2); lL.E 36
(3); VIIL.G (2); IX.C (2); IX.C (4); X (12); X (9)
Jackson Public Hearing, Benn Linn 111.D.1 (5); VI (1); IX.C (4); IX.D (2) 36
Jackson Public Hearing, Tatiana 111.D.1 (4); 111.D.2.b (5); 111.D.2.c (1); IX.D (1); IX.D (2) 36
Maxwell
Jackson Public Hearing, MelissaClark ~ VII.D (6); 1X.D (3) 36
Rhodes
Jackson Public Hearing, Sandy ILA (5); VILA (7); VII.D (3); VIILA (9); IX.C (4); X (2); X (3); 36
Shuptrine X (9)
Jackson Public Hearing, Darryl Siemer  111.C (1); 111.D.2.b (2); l11.E (1); VII.D (6); X (8) 36
Jackson Public Hearing, Horton Spitzer ~ VII.A (6); 1X.C (3); IX.D (2); XI (5) 36
Jackson Public Hearing, Tom Stephens  1X.A (3); IX.A (5) 36
Jackson Public Hearing, Sophia VIIL.D (1); VIII.B (2); IX.A (7); IX.D (5) 36
Wakefield
Jackson Public Hearing, Roxanne ILA (3); IX.C(2); XI (2) 36
Weaver
Pasco Public Hearing, Harold Heacock  11.E (2); 11.E (3); I1.E (4); 11.E (5); I1.E (6); VII.A (2); VIII.H (3); 53
VIILI (2)
Pocatello Public Hearing, George Wood ~ VIILA (1); VIILA (7); VIIL.B (4); VIII.C (1); VIII.G (8) 37
Portland Public Hearing, Bill Bires VI (2); VIILA (5); IX.D (2); X (10); X (13) 38
Portland Public Hearing, Page Knight ILE (4); 11.E (5); Il.LE (8); 111.D.1 (4); Ill.E (2); VI (1); IX.D (2); 38
X1 (7)
Portland Public Hearing, Ed Martiszus LA (1); VILA (6) ; IX.C(8) 38
Portland Public Hearing, Ken Niles I1.E (1); I1.LE (4); 11.LE (5); I1.LE (5); Il.LE (8); IX.C (3) 38
Twin Falls Public Meeting, Steve I1.A (5); 11.D (1); I1.LE (2); 111.D.1(8); 111.D.3 (1); 111.D.3 (3); 45
Hopkins ILE (2); IX.C(2); IX.C (4); X1 (7)
Twin Falls Public Meeting, Todd Martin 45

1.E (5); I11.A (2); 111.D.3 (1); HILE (1); VILA (4)

DOE/EIS-0287
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ACRONYMS

CEQ
CERCLA
DOE
DOE-EM
DOE-ID
EBR-II
EIS
EPA

FR
FUETAP
HEPA
HIP
HLW
ICPP
INEEL
INTEC
MACT
MTHM
NEPA
NESHAP
NRC
PUREX
RCRA
SBW
SNF & INEL EIS

TRUEX
WIPP

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
U.S. Department of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy - Environmental Management
U.S. Department of Energy - Idaho Operations Office
Experimenta Breeder Reactor 11

environmental impact statement

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federa Register

formed under elevated temperature and pressure

high efficiency particul ate air

Hot |sostatic Pressed

high-level waste

Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (now INTEC)

Idaho National Engineering and Environmental L aboratory
Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (formerly 1CPP)
Maximum Achievable Control Technology

metric tons of heavy metal

National Environmental Policy Act

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

plutonium uranium extraction

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

sodium-bearing waste

U.S Department of Energy Programmatic Soent Nuclear Fuel Management and |daho
National Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste Management
ProgramsEIS

transuranic extraction
Woaste | solation Pilot Plant
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Response to Public Comments

11.3 Summary Comments
and DOE Responses

| PURPOSE AND NEED

(1)

Comment - A commentor supports the need for
the waste addressed in the Draft EIS to be
treated, stabilized, and isolated from the envi-
ronment.

Response - Comment is noted.

1(2)

Comment - A commentor states that the nuclear
fuel cycle should be closed.

Response - This EIS evaluates alternative ways
to prepare mixed HLW for disposal and, thus, to
close out the nuclear fuel cycle with respect to
mixed HLW at the Idaho Nuclear Technology
and Engineering Center (INTEC).

1(3)

Comment - A commentor asserts that INEEL's
mission is to make waste forms, not dispose of
them.

Response - A primary focus of the INEEL's mis-
sion isto manage, treat, and dispose of itsinven-
tory of new and legacy wastes. Producing
acceptable waste forms that can be properly dis-
posed of isimportant in protecting human health
and the environment.

I ALTERNATIVES

II.LA General: Alternatives

ILA (1)
Comment - Commentors express concern about

mixing liquid sodium-bearing waste (SBW) and
calcined waste at any stage during the waste

DOE/EIS-0287

- New I nformation -

management process. One commentor states
that the calcine and liquid wastes should be
treated independently due to their different prop-
erties, as recommended by the National
Academy of Sciences. Another commentor sug-
gests storing solidified SBW on-sitein casks, but
does not advocate limiting disposal options by
mixing SBW and HLW in the casks.

Response - DOE agrees with these commentors
concern that calcine and liquid wastes be treated
separately. Reasons for separate treatment
include DOE's position that the SBW may be
managed as mixed transuranic waste and, there-
fore, should not be combined and treated with
the mixed HLW calcine. In other words, if a
waste incidental to reprocessing determination
concludes the SBW is transuranic waste, then it
can be treated and disposed of at the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant and not stored at the INEEL
until a national HLW geologic repository
becomes available. Another reason for treating
mixed transuranic waste/SBW liquid waste sep-
arately from calcine is the need to cease use of
the underground 300,000-gallon tanks by
December 31, 2012. By treating thisliquid waste
first, DOE would be in a better position to meet
this milestone.

Analysesin this EIS provide for treating calcine
and liquid wastes separately, which is consistent
with the National Academy of Sciences' recom-
mendations.

ILA (2)

Comment - A commentor asks various questions
relating to the location of waste management
facilities: Why ship it al the way over here
(taken by DOE to mean the INEEL and sur-
rounding region), do one thing, then ship it
somewhere else? Why build a plant here? Why
in our area? Why not where the problem is
located?

Another commentor is opposed to treating waste
a sites located in the West. Commentors sug-
gest that DOE treat and/or dispose of HLW in
other locations such as the Great Salt Lake
Desert, the Sahara Desert, Mexico, or outer
space.
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Response - An EIS must evaluate arange of rea-
sonable alternatives, which, in this case, includes
treating and disposing of wastes onsite at INEEL
and at other locations. In generd, it is DOE's
policy to treat waste at the DOE site whereit was
generated (FR Vol. 65, No. 38, 2000; FR Val. 65,
No. 251, 2000). Treating INEEL mixed HLW
and mixed transuranic waste/SBW waste at sites
other than the West, where it is currently stored,
presents no clear advantage over the reasonable
aternatives analyzed in this EIS. See the dis-
cussion in Appendix B and Section 3.3 of this
EIS regarding Alternatives Eliminated from
Detailed Analysis.

Regarding the suggestion that DOE consider dis-
posing of HLW in other locations, the Yucca
Mountain site in Nevada is the only candidate
site for geologic disposal of HLW that Congress
(in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended)
directed the Secretary of Energy to consider with
respect to its suitability as the potential geologic
repository.

References:

Federal Register Vol. 65, No. 38, Page 10061,
"Record of Decision for the DOE Waste
Management Program: Treatment and Disposal
of Low-Level Waste and Mixed Low-Level
Waste; Amendment of the Record of Decision
for the Nevada Test Site," February 25, 2000.

Federal Register Vol. 65, No. 251, Page 82985,
"Revision to the Record of Decision for the
Department of Energy's Waste Management
Program: Treatment and Storage of Transuranic
Waste," December 29, 2000.

ILA (3)

Comment - Commentors express opinions on
"hybrid" or mixed alternatives, including the fol-
lowing:

* Why can't DOE use a mixture of alterna-
tives such as No Action for calcine treat-
ment?

1-17
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 Hybrids were not integrated into the analy-
sisin the Draft EIS, and the public had no
opportunity to review and consider them.

* It may be possible to combine processes or
otherwise try to develop aternatives that
would have insignificant environmental
impacts.

*» The range of alternatives analyzed in the
EIS, aong with the possible combination
of projects, appear complicated and, at the
same time, represent only a limited range
of real options, and that there might be
simpler waste treatment alternatives.

Response - DOE developed the hybrid, or mod-
ular approach to its analyses of alternatives in
order to provide flexibility in the selection of
various combinations of options that could com-
plete mixed transuranic waste/SBW and mixed
HLW management activities at INTEC.

Section 3.1 of this EIS and the text boxes in
Section 3.2 of the Summary describe how the
aternative options may be combined. In addi-
tion, Table S-1 in the Summary identifies the
modular units, which can be used to construct
hybrid aternatives. These modular units are
grouped by phases in the waste management
process. pretrestment storage, calcination, treat-
ment, interim storage, and disposal.
Constructing a hybrid alternative involves decid-
ing whether to calcine the waste and then select-
ing atreatment and disposal option. Whether an
interim storage facility would be needed depends
on whether a disposal destination is available.
As stated in this EIS, the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant will be available for transuranic waste and
near-surface landfills will be available for low-
level waste. However, the availability of afinal
disposal facility for INEEL's HLW remains
uncertain. The environmental impacts identified
for each of these waste management modular
units stand alone, and combining them does not
create additional environmental impacts that
were not evaluated separately in this EIS. That
is, the EIS was structured to ensure considera-
tion of the potential environmental impacts of
each moduleindividually and collectively, in any
reasonable combination.
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ILA (4)

Comment - A commentor asserts that the Draft
EIS presents a complicated set of options, but
there is no currently available option to correct
past or future damage from the waste.

Response - The EIS summarizes ongoing
cleanup activities that are being conducted under
the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) to
remediate contamination from past operations at
INTEC. These activities are factored into the
cumul ative impact analyses for each facility dis-
position alternative evaluated in Chapter 5 of
this EIS. See aso responses to comment sum-
mariesin VI1.B concerning CERCLA activities.

As for future damage from the waste, this EIS
specifically assesses potential environmental
impacts for each waste processing and facility
disposition alternative, including No Action and,
where appropriate, discusses possible mitigation
DOE could implement to correct, eliminate, or
reduce identified environmental impacts.

ILA (5)

Comment - Commentors support selection of the
alternative that provides the maximum amount
of protection to the environment. Some com-
mentors add that the selected alternative should
be the one that also best protects human health
and safety, and has protection of the environment
as its primary focus.

Response - DOE is obligated to manage waste
in a manner that protects human health and the
environment including complying with all appli-
cable Federal, state, and loca regulations, as
well as DOE orders.

With the exception of the No Action and
Continued Current Operations alternatives, al
other alternatives evaluated in this EIS would
provide long-term protection of the environ-
ment. Chapter 5 of this EIS, Table 3-4, and
Table S-2 in the Summary, summarize the envi-
ronmental impacts of all the aternatives consid-
ered, including safety and human health
considerations. DOE will consider these envi-
ronmental impacts prior to making a decision.
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I1.B No Action Alternative

IL.B (1)

Comment - Commentors object to the No Action
Alternative for one or more of the following rea-
sons:

o It is one of several aternatives that pose
adverse risks to tribal populations and nat-
ural resources.

* Indefinite storage of liquid waste poses a
threat to the Snake River Plain Aquifer and
is subject to natural phenomena.

» No treatment would occur to enable HLW
shipment out of 1daho, which must occur.

Another commentor supports the No Action
Alternative and expresses the opinion that liquid
and calcined wastes should remain in storage as
they are now, as long as they can be safely con-
tained.

Response - CEQ regulations require that an EIS
analyze the range of reasonable aternatives, as
well as a No Action Alternative. Accordingly,
DOE analyzed the No Action Alternative, which
serves as a baseline against which to compare
the environmental impacts of the action alterna-
tives.

In general, the No Action Alternative poses the
greatest anticipated, long-term risk to human
health and the environment because significant
amounts of mixed transuranic waste/SBW would
be left in 300,000-gallon underground tanks at
INTEC, as would the calcine in the bin sets.
Although DOE is confident that these liquid and
calcined wastes currently stored at INTEC can
be safely managed pending treatment and dis-
posal, the No Action Alternative would present
potential adverse environmental impacts over
timeand it would not satisfy the requirements of
the Settlement Agreement/Consent Order. There
is the possibility that over an extended period of
time, especially after the loss of institutional
control (assumed to occur in 2095 for purposes
of analysisin this EIS), structural degradation of
storage facilities could occur with eventual
releases to the environment. Analyses in
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Chapter 5 of this EIS show that under the No
Action Alternative, groundwater concentrations
could exceed U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) drinking water standards.

I.C Continued Current
Operations Alternative

I.C (1)

Comment - A commentor objects to the
Continued Current Operations Alternative for
one or more of the following reasons:

* It relies on continued calcining, which is
burdened with permitting and emission
compliance uncertainties.

* It would not prepare INEEL HLW for ship-
ment out of 1daho by 2035.

Response - In general, the Continued Current
Operations Alternative poses greater anticipated
risk to human health and the environment than
other action alternatives because significant
amounts of calcined mixed HLW would be |eft at
INTEC indefinitely. Although DOE is confident
that these wastes currently stored at INTEC can
be safely managed in the interim before treat-
ment and disposal, the Continued Current
Operations Alternative would have potential
long-term, adverse environmental impacts and
would not  satisfy the  Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order. See responses to
comment summaries in 111.C regarding contin-
ued calciner operations and in VII1.D regarding
compliance with the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order milestones.

I.D Planning Basis Option

IL.D (1)

Comment - A commentor objects to selection of
the Planning Basis Option because it is unrealis-
tic and would not likely meet the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order anyway, although it
was developed to comply with it. The commen-
tor also says that the State of 1daho should work
with DOE to determine the best method to trest

11-19

ldaho HLW & FD EIS

the waste and isolate it from the environment
rather than push for the Planning Basis Option.

Response - The Planning Basis Option repre-
sents the actions and milestones DOE agreed to
take to cease use of the eleven 300,000-gallon
tanks in the Tank Farm by December 2012 and,
by a target date of December 31, 2035, prepare
the mixed HLW for transport out of Idaho for
disposal. Although DOE agrees that it would be
difficult to make the 2012 date because of the
time needed to permit and upgrade the calciner,
DOE believes that, under an accelerated sched-
ule, this commitment could be met. Therefore,
the Planning Basis Option remains a reasonable
aternative.

As a cooperating agency in the preparation of
this EIS, the State of Idaho did not push for the
Planning Basis Option, but worked closely with
DOE to identify the best method for manage-
ment of the INEEL's mixed HLW which
includes mixed transuranic waste/SBW.

II.LE Minimum INEEL Processing
Alternative

ILE (1)

Comment - Commentors express concern about
relying on Hanford to solve the INEEL's HLW
problems:

» DOE has not made a convincing argument
for this alternative, particularly since
Hanford has been unable to dea effec-
tively with its own wastes and does not
have storage facilities for INEEL waste at
present. Building such facilities and trans-
porting calcine from safe storage facilities
in Idaho isirresponsible.

» An agency (the EPA) cannot support the
Hanford alternative because DOE will not
commit to treating the existing HLW at
Hanford.

Response - DOE is committed to treating
Hanford's HLW at Hanford as indicated by the
Record of Decision for the Tank Waste
Remediation System, Hanford Ste, Richland,
Washington, Final Environmental Impact
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Satement; the hiring of a contractor to construct
tank waste treatment facilities at Hanford; and
the fact that DOE is in the process of acquiring
facilities to treat and immobilize HLW at the
Hanford Site.

In preparing this EIS, DOE reviewed the activi-
ties at Hanford and determined that it would be a
reasonable alternative to send INEEL mixed
HLW calcine or the HLW fraction from separa-
tions to Hanford for treatment and immobiliza-
tion, then return the immobilized waste to the
INEEL for storage or send the treated waste
directly to the geologic repository, if available.
This aternative would substantially reduce the
amount of onsite construction and operations to
support the treatment of mixed HLW at the
INEEL and would require one location for treat-
ment of HLW rather than two. Although treat-
ment facilities for mixed transuranic waste/SBW
would be required at INEEL, this aternative
could potentialy reduce the overall demand on
DOE resources (e.g., funding and labor). DOE
continues to consider this alternative to be rea-
sonable, even though updated information
received from the Hanford Site indicates that
there would be an increase in the previously
assumed volume of final waste form and an
associated longer treatment period for INEEL
mixed HLW calcine.

ILE (2)

Comment - Commentors express concern about
uncertainties associated with the Minimum
INEEL Processing Alternative:

» Consideration of this alternative is prema-
ture asthe Hanford Site has no vitrification
facility (which must be fully funded and
operational and be proven to be compatible
with INEEL HLW) and construction of one
is uncertain.

* Included in the uncertaintiesis the fact that
waste pre-treatment (such as the need for
separations) may also be necessary and the
existence of a licensed HLW repository to
receive the end product is uncertain.
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» A commentor recommended that this alter-
native be removed from consideration in
the EIS due to such uncertainties and
another noted there are too many uncer-
tainties.

Commentors state that the Minimum INEEL
Processing Alternative is unrealistic because
treatment of INEEL waste at Hanford would
require construction of separations facilities not
planned for the Hanford Site and there are dif-
fering HLW characteristics between Hanford
and INEEL waste.

Response - The Hanford Site is planning to
include a separations unit (a pretreatment facility
to separate HLW into waste fractions) with its
vitrification facility, but it would have to be
modified to treat INEEL waste. Other modifica-
tions would be required to this facility; specifi-
cally, the calcined mixed HLW from the INEEL
could require dissolution, a process capability
that would have to be added to the Hanford facil-
ities. Further, since the Hanford treatment pro-
cess would be designed for caustic (basic) HLW,
it would be necessary to include a unit for alter-
ing the pH of the highly acidic dissolved calcine
from INEEL, so that compatibility can be
assured.

DOE believes it would be feasible to adapt the
planned Hanford facilities to treat INEEL mixed
HLW during the design stages of the Hanford
facilities. INEEL engineers and scientists would
work with their Hanford counterparts during
these stages to ensure such capatability. For this
reason, DOE continuesto consider this course of
action a reasonable alternative.

If DOE could also determine that conducting the
separations process at the INEEL is technically
and economically advantageous and proceed to
separate calcine into a mixed HLW fraction and
a mixed transuranic- or mixed low-level-waste
fraction at the INEEL. Under these circum-
stances, DOE could send the mixed HLW frac-
tion to the Hanford facilities for vitrification.
This is described in the Full Separations Option
in Section 3.1.3.1. Any necessary modifications
to the Hanford facilities would have to be deter-
mined when the composition and characteristics
of the mixed HLW fraction from INEEL were
known.
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ILE (3)

Comment - Commentors state that treating
Idaho's calcine at Hanford makes no financial
sense. In addition, funding should cover all
additional cost burdens by state and local gov-
ernments. Funding for the shipment of wastes
from sites such as the INEEL to Hanford for
treatment must cover all associated costs
because the Hanford budget is already inade-
guate to meet site cleanup needs and Tri-Party
Agreement commitments.

Response - Other than evaluating the costs of
the various alternatives in a separate document,
the Cost Report (Cost Analysis of Alternatives
for the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities
Disposition EIS [DOE/ID 10702, January
2000]), DOE did not attempt to address, in this
EIS, the funding sources and allocation of cost
burdens between the INEEL and Hanford sites.
DOE does recognize that there may be additional
cost burdens to affected state and local agencies
and tribal governments, such as the need for
additional emergency response training and con-
sultations, and toward these ends may provide
assistance in expertise, equipment, and/or fund-
ing. DOE believes, however, that if the
Minimum INEEL Processing Alternative would
substantially reduce the combined life-cycle
costs at INEEL and Hanford, then issues regard-
ing funding and allocation of cost burdens
among DOE sites could be correspondingly
reduced.

ILE (4)

Comment - Commentors maintain that there are
advantages to treatment of INEEL HLW at the
Hanford Site;

* Blending feedstreams would reduce the
total volume of waste and would be more
cost-effective than other alternatives.

» Some constituents of INEEL HLW would
increase the chemical durability of
Hanford glass.

* The large volume of Hanford waste would
dilute the low solubility in glass compo-
nents in the INEEL calcine.
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» Environmental impacts of the Hanford
Alternative appear to be equivalent or less
than the other alternatives presented in the
Draft EIS.

» There are benefits to not building addi-
tional facilitiesin Idaho under this alterna-
tive.

Some commentors add that DOE should seri-
ously consider the Minimum INEEL Processing
Alternative because:

* It would result in cooperation instead of
competition between sites for limited
funds.

» Hanford isalogical choice becauseitisthe
most contaminated Western site.

Response - As indicated by the commentors,
there are some advantages to this alternative,
which is why DOE considers it reasonable and
thus included it in this EIS. However, as dis-
cussed in the response to comment summaries
[1.E (2) and I1.E (3), there are also some disad-
vantages associated with this alternative that
must be taken into consideration. With regard to
advantages, cost and programmatic benefits in
using planned facilities at the Hanford Site make
the alternative reasonable for consideration.
Programmatic benefits include minimizing the
need to construct, permit, and operate similar
processing capability at the INEEL and the asso-
ciated economies of scale and reduced support
infrastructure in conducting larger processing
campaigns.

However, since this aternative was discussed in
the Draft EIS, both Hanford and INEEL engi-
neers have reanalyzed waste volumes and have
determined that the treated calcine would result
in larger volumes of treated waste (Section
5.2.13). Thiswould increase the costs and risks
associated with production, transportation, stor-
age, and disposal. Thus, although there are obvi-
ous advantages to consider for this aternative,
the latest information available indicates there
are also some offsetting disadvantages that DOE
must consider in making a decision.
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ILE (5)

Comment - Commentors state that the HLW in
the tanks at Hanford poses serious problems,
which include threats to the Columbia River.
Commentors express the opinion that, asaresult,
Hanford's HLW should be treated before
INEEL's waste is shipped to Hanford for treat-
ment and that it may take until 2047 to treat all
of Hanford's tank waste.

Response - Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act require an assessment of the range of rea-
sonable alternatives. Therefore, DOE evaluated
the Minimum INEEL Processing Alternative to
ensure that the range of reasonable aternativesis
considered. Current plans at Hanford call for
starting treatment of HLW by December 2007.
During this time DOE would be conducting fur-
ther technology development. After the Hanford
HLW processing facility gained initial operating
experience DOE could decide to send the INEEL
calcine, or a HLW fraction, if the calcine has
been separated, to Hanford for treatment. Before
making such a decision, DOE would determine
whether additional National Environmental
Policy Act documentation is needed. As part of
this process, DOE would consider Hanford treat-
ment priorities as well as potential environmen-
tal impacts to human health and the
environment, including the ColumbiaRiver. See
response to comment summary VIII.C (2) for
further discussion on environmental impacts at
Hanford.

ILE (6)

Comment - Commentors state that any wastes
processed or vitrified at Hanford must be
returned to Idaho or to a national repository, and
not be stored or disposed of at Hanford. The
commentors cite a lack of appropriate facilities
and additional burdens on the Hanford Site as
reasons.

Commentors aso state that:

o |[f INEEL waste is treated at other DOE
sites, such as Hanford, and cannot be
returned to the generator, then the waste
must be sent to a repository.
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» The timing and scheduling of the waste
shipments are also concerns.

* DOE should not ship INEEL HLW to
Hanford for treatment prior to actua treat-
ment to minimize the need for storage at
Hanford. One commentor expresses the
opinion that the treated INEEL HLW
should be stored at Hanford rather than
sent back to INEEL.

Response - Section 3.1.5 of this EIS states that
under the Minimum INEEL Processing
Alternative, mixed HLW sent to Hanford for
treatment would be returned to INEEL or
shipped directly to ageologic repository if oneis
available. If returned to INEEL, HLW would be
stored onsite until an interim storage site or geo-
logic repository outside |daho becomes available
to accept this waste. |f separations technologies
were employed at Hanford and a mixed low-
level waste fraction created, then this would be
disposed of at a suitable DOE or commercial
facility in accordance with the Record of
Decision on the Waste Management
Programmatic EIS. See also responses to com-
ment summariesin I11.F.4.

Just-in-time shipping of mixed HLW from
INEEL to Hanford in order to minimize pretreat-
ment storage is an approach that would be con-
sidered if the Minimum INEEL Processing
Alternative were selected for implementation.
Considerations regarding the timing of ship-
ments would include storage capacity, treatment
facility burden and production schedule fore-
casts, budget alocations, legal and/or regulatory
requirements, and obligations/agreements such
as the Hanford Tri-Party Agreement and Idaho
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order (which
requires DOE to treat all mixed HLW currently
stored at INEEL so that it is ready by a target
date of December 2035 to be moved out of 1daho
for disposal). See also response to comment
summary I1.E (5) regarding trestment priorities.

ILE (7)

Comment - A commentor expresses concern that
the amount of handling involved with the
Minimum [INEEL Processing Alternative
increases the chances of an accident.
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Response - The Minimum INEEL Processing
Alternative does involve additional handling
steps over some other alternatives, with an asso-
ciated increase in the risk of an accident as dis-
cussed in Appendix C.8 of thisEIS.

ILE (8)

Comment - Commentors cite concerns over
increased transportation of radioactive waste
associated with this alternative:

» The dternative involves too much inter-
Site transportation

» Transportation safety protocols would
need to be enhanced such as those devel-
oped by the Western states for transporta-
tion of transuranic waste.

Response - Risks associated with the transporta-
tion of mixed HLW calcine to Hanford and the
return of treated waste to INEEL are documented
in Section 5.2.9 of thisEIS. Inthe unlikely event
of a severe transportation accident, the conse-
guences would be higher for a calcine shipment
in comparison with a shipment of vitrified HLW.
However, because of the increased number of
waste shipments necessary to implement this
alternative, there is an increased probability of
accidents. For non-accident shipment scenarios,
the EIS analysis shows that environmental
impacts to the maximally exposed individua
would be small. If DOE were to decide to ship
mixed HLW to Hanford, the agency would work
with regulators, local responders, affected states,
and tribes as necessary to establish transporta-
tion and emergency response protocols designed
to ensure public safety and environmental pro-
tection as was done for the transuranic waste
shipment program. Transportation burdens
would be factored into decisions as to shipment
of end-product waste either to the INEEL for
interim storage or directly to a licensed HLW
repository based on factors such as cost and min-
imization of risk. See response to comment
summariesin VIILA.
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Comment - A commentor states that the EIS
should address the impacts of this aternative on
Hanford-specific cleanup programs.

Response - DOE believes that this alternative
could be implemented without disruption to
Hanford-specific cleanup programs.
Nevertheless, before deciding whether to ship
Idaho mixed HLW to Hanford, DOE would
review the need for any appropriate further
National Environmental Policy Act documenta-
tion at the Hanford Site to address site specific
impacts.

Il WASTE MANAGEMENT ELEMENTS

I1I.LA Storage: Liq_uid Sodium-bearing
Waste

LA (1)

Comment - Commentors express concerns and
opinions about the potential impacts of contin-
ued storage of SBW in the INTEC tank farm
including:

» The possibility or existence of tank leakage
or failures and the resulting impacts on the
human health environment, from the Snake
River Plain Aquifer, to the Snake and
Columbia rivers, and eventually al of
Idaho.

* Nuclear waste is aready being transported
to Hanford via contamination of the river
system.

* Liquid wastes have been in storage for
more than 50 years, 20 years beyond the
tank design life.

* Despite DOE claims that the tanks have
not leaked, they could in the 15 to 20 years
it would take to implement a treatment
alternative.
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» The tanks and their concrete vaults do not
meet seismic standards and could fail
under a relatively minor seismic-induced
stress.

» Leaks in the tanks or pipes should be
repaired or new tanks should be built.

» Recommend quickly selecting and imple-
menting an option to solidify liquid SBW
due to the increased risks it poses in liquid
form.

A commentor recommends that DOE postpone
any further treatment of SBW beyond solidifica-
tion until the ultimate disposal location has been
identified.

Response - DOE recognizes there are risks asso-
ciated with liquid waste storage, and, over the
years, converted thousands of gallons of mixed
HLW (completed February 1998) and some
mixed transuranic waste/SBW from the INTEC
tank farm into a more stable solid granular form
caled "calcine." Thiscalcineisstoredin bin sets
estimated to provide safe containment for 500
years, pending final treatment and disposal deci-
sions. Calcine processing at INTEC was sus-
pended on May 31, 2000, in accordance with the
Notice of Noncompliance Consent Order, leav-
ing approximately one million gallons of mixed
transuranic waste/SBW in the tanks. In the
Record of Decision for this EIS, DOE will
decide how to treat the liquids to expeditiously
complete their removal from the 300,000-gallon
tanks in the Tank Farm.

No liquid waste is known to have leaked from
the 300,000-gallon underground storage tanks at
the INTEC facility. However, despite the
integrity of the tanks themselves, piping systems
that connect the tanks and associated facility
equipment, such as valves, have leaked. These
problems have been corrected as they have been
identified and the inter-tank transfer piping is
now monitored by leak detection equipment.
Presently, no lines are leaking. Primary contam-
inants of concern from past pipe system leakage
include iodine-129, strontium-90, and tritium.
Decisions related to remediation of Tank Farm
soilswill involve the EPA and the State of Idaho
under the CERCLA process and will be part of
the Record of Decision for the Operable Unit 3-
14 portion of Waste Area Group 3 at INTEC.
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See also responses to comment summaries in
VII.C.

Recognizing the risks that tank leakage could
present to the environment, DOE maintains a
leak detection system at the INTEC tank farm,
and the ability to transfer waste from any leaking
tank to unused, reserve tanks. Although such a
transfer has never been necessary, DOE main-
tains this mitigative capability. DOE aso main-
tains a Tank Integrity Program that requires
periodic corrosion testing and inspection of the
tanks. Based on the corrosion and inspection
data to date, the eleven 300,000-gallon storage
tanks in the Tank Farm containing the remaining
mixed transuranic waste/SBW have sufficient
useable remaining service life to alow DOE to
safely implement any of the waste processing
aternatives.

To date, no observable or measurable environ-
mental impacts to the Snake River or Columbia
River have resulted from INEEL activities.
Since unevaporated surface water eventually
migrates to the aquifer, the quality of water
resources is verified by groundwater monitoring
programs conducted by independent agencies
such as U.S. Geological Survey and the State of
Idaho INEEL Oversight Program.  With
improved management practices and remedia-
tion efforts planned or underway at INEEL,
water quality in the Snake River Plain Aquifer is
expected to improve. Therefore, no adverse
environmental impactsto the Snake or Columbia
Rivers resulting from past, present, or future
INEEL operations are likely to occur.

Regarding structural integrity, it is true that the
five pillar and panel tanks are located within
concrete vaults that do not meet current seismic
and structural standards, and that failure of these
vaults could occur during a seismic event. DOE
is evaporating the liquid in the remaining five
tanks to reduce the volume and will transfer the
liquid out of the pillar and panel tanks to one or
more of the five remaining tanks (eleventh tank
is aspare) to meet the June 2003 deadline estab-
lished in the Notice of Noncompliance Consent
Order signed by DOE, EPA, and the State of
Idaho. See Section 5.2.14 of the EIS and Section
6.2.5 of the EIS Summary for potential environ-
mental impacts of tank failure during a seismic
event.
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In 2005 or earlier, DOE intends to redirect all
newly generated liquid waste to tanks that meet
state and federal Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations, and no new
liquid waste would be added to the tanks in the
Tank Farm. DOE is also committed to cease use
of the remaining RCRA non-compliant under-
ground tanks by December 31, 2012 by either
treating the liquid waste separately to render it to
asolid form or transferring the waste to RCRA-
compliant tanks.

LA (2)

Comment - A commentor cites the Draft EIS
Summary, Section 7.4, discussion of cumulative
impacts to water, and asks if the term "design
life" in reference to the underground HLW stor-
age tanks is 500 years or estimated to be well in
excess of 500 years.

Response - The storage tanks did not have an
initial engineering requirement for a 500-year
design life. However, recent in-tank inspections
and measurement of corrosion test plates
retrieved from the tanks show very little corro-
sion. The low corrosion rate is partially due to
the acidic nature of the waste in the tanks and
their stainless steel construction. The INEEL
has a continuing tank inspection program. Data
are obtained from the inspections and evalua-
tions are performed to determine if the tanks
design service life estimates need to be revised.
Based on these evaluations, DOE estimates the
tanks to have "service lives' well in excess of
500 years.

I1I.B Storage: Calcine in Bin Sets

111.B (1)

Comment - A commentor believes the Draft EIS
lacks vital information DOE needs to make
informed decisions, specifically the decay of cal-
cine radiation levels over time compared with
the naturally occurring radioactive isotopes in
Idaho soil.

Response - The information referred to by the
commentor is included in this EIS. The effects
of radiological decay on the calcine and mixed
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transuranic waste/SBW are provided in
Appendix C.7 of thisEIS. In addition, Appendix
C.9 of this EIS models the environmental
impacts from the few long-lived, persistent
radionuclides that would pose a risk to public
health and the environment should this waste be
disposed of at the INEEL. Table 5.2-12 of this
EIS provides natural background information for
levels of radionuclidesin soils and a comparison
by alternative of expected maximum concentra-
tions resulting from the implementation of each
aternative.

.8 (2)

Comment - A commentor states that DOE
should not treat calcine at this time because the
risks to the environment from storing calcined
waste do not justify the cost of treating it.

Response - The EIS estimates the long-term
risks of not treating mixed HLW calcine and
concludes that leaving calcine in the bin sets
indefinitely (beyond the design life, estimated to
be 500 years) could eventually lead to the degra-
dation and release of bin set contents.
Depending upon meteorological conditions and
other influencing factors at that time, harmful
effects to human health and the environment
could occur, though there is considerable uncer-
tainty involved with estimating the potential
risks over long periods of time. Inthe near term,
the costs of treating the calcine under either sep-
arations or non-separations alternatives are simi-
lar. Also, there is a disadvantage from a human
health and environmental risk perspective of
leaving this mixed HLW calcine in the bin sets
over the long-term.

1.8 (3)

Comment - A commentor states that the assump-
tion that it is technically possible to retrieve cal-
cine from the bin sets is questionable, and
options based on this assumption may not be
viable.

Response - DOE retrieved actual mixed HLW
calcine from abin set in 1978. The results indi-
cate that calcine appearsto be free flowing mate-
rial which will make it easier to remove than if it
were compacted or agglomerated. Although
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preparations for removal would necessitate con-
siderable effort to ensure the health and safety of
workers, current evaluations on calcine retrieva
with a half-size bin and a third-size bin show
that, even if the calcine is compacted, it could be
retrieved. As described in the discussion of the
projectsidentified for the alternativesin thisEl'S,
methods would be developed and the necessary
equipment would be constructed and installed to
retrieve calcine. Any calcine residue that
remains would be managed in accordance with
facilities disposition decisions.

I1I.C Calcination

I11.C (1)

Comment - A commentor states that liquid
wastes should be calcined immediately, rendered
ready for disposal by a FUETAP-like process
(formed under elevated temperature and pres-
sure), and shipped for disposal. Another com-
mentor supports alternatives that utilize the
calciner to finish processing liquid wastes into a
more stable low-dispersible form, referring to
learning from a "costly" decision at Hanford to
discontinue PUREX (plutonium uranium extrac-
tion) operations before it processed all spent
nuclear fuel. Commentors also state that calci-
nation has the following advantages:

* It is a proven technology.

* It would convert the liquid to a good-qual-
ity waste form.

* It can be done on time (by 2012).
 Costs would be reasonable.

Response - DOE recognizes there are advan-
tages to using the calciner and considered these
when evaluating mixed transuranic waste/SBW
treatment options. Although the EIS assumes
that treatment of the liquid mixed transuranic
waste/SBW under the EIS alternatives generally
would not be completed until 2014-2016, it may
be possible either to complete treatment or trans-
fer any remaining liquid to RCRA-compliant
tanks by December 2012 in order to meet the
Notice of Noncompliance Consent Order
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requirement to cease-use of the mixed HLW
tanks by that date.

Concerns associated with restarting the calciner
include uncertainties associated with obtaining
permit approvals for this aging facility and the
potential for costly upgrades necessary to meet
the EPA requirements for Maximum Achievable
Control Technology. It isalso estimated that cal-
cining the remaining mixed transuranic
waste/SBW may necessitate the use of bin set 7.
Because bin set 7 has never been used, this
action would incur the costs of decontamination,
which can be considerable, and additional
worker exposure. Findly, if the permits were
delayed or calciner upgrades and restart took
longer than anticipated, DOE would need to
employ RCRA-compliant tanks to meet the
Notice of Noncompliance Consent Order mile-
stone to cease-use of the tanks by December
2012 (discussed above). If tank upgrades or con-
struction were required, this would reduce the
advantages of calcination.

A variation of the FUETAP process, which the
commentor suggests as a viable technology for
putting calcine into a "road ready" form, was
analyzed in this EIS under the Non-Separations
Alternative as the Hot Isostatic Pressed Waste
Option.  The primary disadvantages of these
types of treatment processes are lack of technical
maturity, which would necessitate a significant
investment in research and development, and the
fact that unlike vitrified waste, the FUETAP
product may not be an acceptable waste form at
the proposed geologic repository. See aso
response to comment summary 111.D.4 (8).

I11.C (2)

Comment - Commentors state that there are var-
ious modifications, demonstrated and/or suc-
cessfully employed el sewhere, that DOE has not
taken advantage of, and that could improve the
efficiency of the calcining process, reduce emis-
sions, and make it a more attractive alternative
for SBW treatment. For example, the site's deci-
sion-makers have refused to consider and fund
modifications to the New Waste Calcining
Facility that would deal with the mercury and
nitrogen oxide issues. Some commentors point
out that adding sugar to the SBW produces bet-
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ter results than using higher temperatures and
aluminum nitrate, because it increases calcina-
tion efficiency and lowers emissions of nitrogen
oxides. Some commentors question why this
proven method is not being considered.

Response - DOE has considered potential mod-
ifications to the calciner. For example, DOE
evaluated various calcining technologies in the
Process for Identifying Potential Alternatives for
the ldaho High-level Waste and Facilities
Disposition Draft EIS (DOE-ID 10627, March
1999) including the addition of sugar, which
denitrates mixed transuranic waste/SBW and can
prevent sodium agglomeration and improve pro-
cess efficiencies. More recently, the calciner
was operated at 600 degrees Celsius, which
proved to be effective in controlling agglomera-
tion without the addition of sugar. Both methods
of calcination are technically viable and avail-
able, if DOE were to select an alternative that
requires calcination.

II1.C (3)

Comment - Commentors make various observa-
tions regarding past operations of the New Waste
Calcining Facility and express concerns about
consequent risks to public health and the envi-
ronment. Because these comments were
received before June 2000, when DOE put the
calciner on standby, some of the issues raised
address actual calciner operations at that time.

* The calciner has a history of environmen-
tal contamination and worker exposure.

» For 40 years in the past, DOE ran the cal-
ciner under a "hands-off" regulatory
regime and ad hoc regulatory requirements
not tied to quantifiable performance stan-
dardsrequired for hazardous waste inciner-
ators. DOE also failed to complete
necessary upgrades or obtain a RCRA Part
B permit, thereby creating an unacceptable
risk to workers and the public.

* DOE has never wanted to spend the money
required upgrading the calciner so it could
meet full RCRA permit requirements.

* Risks of restarting the calciner to deter-
mine a technological proof of concept for
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HLW alternatives is unacceptably high for
residents, workers, and the environment.

* Object to the restart of the calciner due to
risks involved and concerns over past per-
formance, stating that the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board has challenged
DOE restart operations.

* DOE restarted and ran the calciner to per-
form risky experiments under a regulatory
loophole that ended in June 2000.

* The calciner must be immediately shut
down as it meets neither RCRA, Clean Air
Act, nor EPA Maximum Achievable
Control Technology standards.

* Operation of the more dangerous calciner
without necessary permits does not bode
well for likely operation of the plutonium
incinerator.

 If DOE is not measuring contaminants
leaving the calciner stack or performing
adequate measurements of the preponder-
ance of contaminants by volume and toxi-
city, then it is not complying with the
current Clean Air Act standards, as pro-
mulgated before 1995.

Response - Until June 2000 the calciner oper-
ated as an interim status, thermal treatment unit
under RCRA. The standards for these units are
found at 40 CFR Part 265, Subpart P. Thereisno
evidence that the calciner created unacceptable
risks to workers and the public from past opera-
tions. Theanalysisin this EIS reports that emis-
sions from INEEL operations, including those
from the calciner, have been well within stan-
dards and, therefore, have not posed unaccept-
able risksto workers or the public. See Sections
4.7.3 and 4.7.4 of thisEIS.

DOE met its Notice of Noncompliance Consent
Order requirement to cease operation of the cal-
ciner by June 1, 2000, until a permit is obtained.
The final campaign of the calciner was designed
to use specia equipment to collect offgas sam-
ples for analysis to determine both the contami-
nants and concentrations in the offgas during the
operation of the calciner at the elevated temper-
ature of 600 degrees Celsius. These results show
that operation of the calciner would require
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upgrades to meet Clean Air Act requirements for
Maximum Achievable Control Technology
requirements.

Every alternative in this EIS that includes future
calciner operations would require the facility to
meet applicable regulatory requirements, includ-
ing applicable permitting requirements, as
appropriate. Any restart of the calciner would
also be subject to operational readiness, safety,
and environmental reviews, which have been
updated based on Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board comments. There is no "pluto-
nium" incinerator in this EIS.

111.C (4)

Comment - Commentors object to alternatives
that involve calcining for the following reasons:

» Calciner-based alternatives may not be
permittable.

* Calcining emissions are not understood,
and decommissioning of the calciner
should start immediately.

» Calciner-based alternatives would require
further treatment of RCRA wastes to meet
repository disposal requirements.

* The calciner is an antiquated system.

» DOE should find an alternative that is safer
and that poses the |east threat to the public,
workers, and the environment.

 Restart would be difficult; reliability is a
problem.

Response - The commentors correctly note that
there are uncertainties associated with the relia-
bility of restarting the calciner and permitting, as
discussed in response to comment summary
[11.C (1). Seealsoresponsesto comment sum-
maries I11.C (6) and I11.C (9).

The mixed transuranic waste/SBW currently
stored in the underground tanks is considered
mixed waste because it contains hazardous as
well as radioactive constituents. If this liquid
were calcined, it would have to undergo further
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evaluation and/or treatment to meet acceptance
criteria or other regulatory requirements,
depending on whether the waste is managed as
transuranic waste, low-level waste, or HLW.
However, this would be true for any waste form
derived from the mixed transuranic waste/SBW.
As discussed in this EIS, even if properly
treated, HLW with listed hazardous waste codes
may not be accepted at the proposed HLW geo-
logic repository. Alternatively, if a waste inci-
dental to reprocessing determination concludes
that the liquid in the tank farm at INTEC is
transuranic waste, then it could be sent to the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant for disposal, after
proper treatment to meet transportation and
waste acceptance requirements.

III.C (5)

Comment - A commentor states that the New
Waste Calcining Facility is not an incinerator
because it does not meet the EPA or any other
definition of a hazardous waste combustor. The
commentor cites National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants, EPA document
EPA530-R-97-057 (November 1997), and the
Final Technical Support Document for
Hazardous Waste Combustor Maximum
Achievable Control Technology Standards (July
1999) as giving compelling evidence that the
calciner technology and function is not that of a
hazardous waste combustor used by the com-
mercial sector, and that, therefore, Maximum
Achievable Control Technology requirements do

not apply.

Another commentor states that the calciner is
defined as an incinerator because it burns off lig-
uid and mixes residual ash with granular mate-
rial for easy pneumatic handling. A commentor
states that for four decades DOE and its prede-
cessor agencies operated two high-level liquid
radioactive waste incineration plants at the
INEEL. [DOE assumes the commentor is refer-
ring to the two calciners] Other commentors
object to calcination as applied in the Hot
| sostatic Pressed Waste or Direct Cement Waste
optionsfor one or more of the following reasons:

» They would require use of the calciner,
which requires Maximum Achievable
Control Technology upgrades.
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* Calciner upgrades would be costly, time-
consuming, and might encounter stake-
holder opposition because the calciner is a
form of incinerator.

Response - DOE does not consider the thermal
treatment process known as calcination to be
incineration. Incinerators are thermal treatment
processes that function to reduce the volume of
waste through combustion. The two calciners at
INEEL were used successively from 1963 to
2000 to convert liquid mixed HLW (completed
February 1998) and mixed transuranic
waste/SBW to a more stable and manageable
solid form without combustion.

Regardless of whether or not the calciner isclas-

sified as an incinerator, the Maximum
Achievable Control Technology standards for
hazardous waste combustors or emission limits
would be imposed, as appropriate, through the
permitting process for the calciner. The stan-
dards for hazardous waste permits are different
depending upon the type of treatment unit
involved. In a Federal Register notice (65 FR
42937, July 12, 2000), EPA addressed applica-
tion of the hazardous waste combustion stan-
dards to other types of thermal treatment units,
including miscellaneous units permitted under
Subpart X of 40 CFR Part 264. Regarding the
cost to complete the upgrade to these standards,
see response to comment summary X (5).

IIl.C (6)

Comment - A commentor asksif amethod exists
to precipitate out salts from acidic offgases.

Response - Methods do exist for precipitating
metals out of acidic offgas streams as metallic
salts. For example, mercury, which is a metal,
can be removed from offgas by precipitating it
out as mercuric chloride, which isametallic salt.
This method works on metals that are in the off-
gas stream as volatile components such as mer-
cury and antimony. Other metals such as
plutonium or uranium in the offgas as particul ate
matter must be removed via a physical process
such as filtration, impaction, deposition,
agglomeration, or other particulate collection
technology.
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Comment - A commentor states that there are
uncertainties about offgas emissions from the
New Waste Calcining Facility for one or more of
the following reasons:

» Technical constraints have hindered DOE's
efforts to sample offgas emissions.

* The State of 1daho has never had emissions
information from independent monitoring.

Response - DOE resolved technical constraints
and, in 2000, completed calciner offgas emis-
sions sampling for hazardous waste regulated by
RCRA. The State of Idaho was kept informed
during this process and observed the sampling
program. The baseline source term was com-
piled from INEEL emissions inventory reports
issued in 1996 and 1997 and from National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
reports issued in the same years. These reports
show that operations emissions met radiol ogical
requirements, however DOE had technical con-
straints in obtaining RCRA offgas samples. This
is discussed in Appendix C.2 of thisEIS. Inthe
event DOE decides to restart the calciner, emis-
sions abatement and monitoring requirements
would be negotiated with the State of 1daho, as
part of the air permitting process.

II1.c (8)

Comment - A commentor states DOE must con-
sider an option of operating the New Waste
Calcining Facility beyond June 1, 2000, without
a permit or Maximum Achievable Control
Technology upgrades, in order to comply with
the Settlement Agreement/Consent Order
requirement to eliminate liquid SBW by 2012.
The commentor also states that DOE must work
with the State of Idaho to obtain concurrence to
continue operating the New Waste Calcining
Facility beyond June 1, 2000.

Response - DOE considered the commentor's
suggestion of including an aternative in thisEIS
that would continue operation of the calciner
without a permit or upgrades to meet Maximum
Achievable Control Technology standards. (See
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Section 3.3 of thisEIS.) Future operation of the
calciner would require negotiations with the
State of Idaho.

II1.C (9)

Comment - A commentor asks why DOE does
not consider calcining or incinerating various
liquid wastes before they are grouted to reduce
volume, destroy listed organics, and create a
more durable grout. Another commentor asks
why descriptions in the EIS of process options
for newly generated liquid waste omit a calcin-
ing or incineration step before solidification.
The commentor also asks if DOE hopes to have
this waste reclassified so this step will not be
necessary. The commentor also states that a
description of one alternative suggested that
low-level waste would be "denitrated" before
grouting, yet no methodology was given.

Response - The EIS considers calcination of the
mixed transuranic waste/SBW both as a find
waste form and as an interim waste form that
would be further treated for disposal. In these
alternatives, liquid waste would first be reduced
involume by evaporation. Inaddition, theliquid
would be denitrated through calcination prior to
disposal. However, calciner operations would
generate additional liquid wastes, and neither
calcination nor incineration would constitute
final treatment for some of the hazardous con-
dtituents in the waste. None of these treatment
methods would remove the listed organic waste
codes from the dried product. See Section
6.3.2.1 of this EIS as well as response to com-
ment summary 111.C (2).

Newly generated liquid waste would not con-
tinue to be co-mingled with mixed transuranic
waste/SBW after 2005. At that time, newly gen-
erated liquid waste could be solidified, directly
treated, or placed in RCRA-compliant tanks and
managed as mixed low-level waste or mixed
transuranic waste according to its characteristics.
So long asthe newly generated liquid waste is no
longer commingled with liquid mixed
transuranic waste/SBW or has not come into
contact with HLW, then it can be classified with-
out awaste incidental to reprocessing determina-
tion. How the newly generated liquid waste is
treated for disposal would depend on its classifi-
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cation, RCRA requirements, and disposal desti-
nation.

111.C (10)

Comment - A commentor expresses concern that
the State of Idaho's seemingly contradictory
behavior in requiring the liquid SBW to be solid-
ified by 2012, while at the same time requiring
the New Waste Calcining Facility to be shut
down by June 2000, is an attempt to abrogate the
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order. The com-
mentor says that operating the calciner (without
the Maximum Achievable Control Technology
upgrade) is the only method capable of safely
solidifying the liquid waste by the 2012 mile-
stone.

Response - DOE has an obligation to comply
with all applicable federal statutes, regulations,
and orders, as reaffirmed in the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order. Neither the State of
Idaho nor EPA can abrogateits responsibilitiesto
enforce legal and regulatory requirements.
Thus, the commentor's suggestion that the State
of Idaho allow DOE to operate the calciner with-
out a hazardous waste treatment permit and
Maximum Achievable Control Technology
upgradesis not likely under the current legal and
regulatory framework.

The State of 1daho agrees that running the cal-
ciner under an accelerated schedule as described
in the Planning Basis Option (Section 3.1.3.2)
could enable DOE to cease use of the tanks by
December 31, 2012. However, the EIS shows
that the Minimum INEEL Processing
Alternative, which does not include calcination,
could also enable DOE to cease use of the tanks
by that date. The estimates for the other alter-
natives that show completion dates for treating
mixed transuranic waste/SBW between 2013
and 2016 reflect conservative time allotments for
funding cycles, permitting, and issue resolution.
However, the commentor is correct in noting that
implementing these other technologies could
cause DOE to miss a key milestone in the
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order.

If DOE selects atechnology that would not com-
plete treatment of the liquid waste by December
2012, then it is the State of 1daho's position that
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DOE must cease use of the underground HLW
tanks as required by the Notice of
Noncompliance Consent Order and transfer any
remaining liquid to permitted tanks in accor-
dance with the State's hazardous waste manage-
ment regulations.

Even if liquid is stored in compliant tanks, the
fact that it would not be solidified for a period of
time after December 2012 is a departure from
specific actions agreed to in the 1995 Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order. These actions
include the commitment to calcine all of thelig-
uid currently stored in the tank farm. The mixed
HLW calcine would be stored in bin sets pending
treatment to make the mixed HLW ready for dis-
posal outside of Idaho by a target date of
December 2035. If, in the Record of Decision,
DOE decides to implement a treatment technol-
ogy other than calcining, and if there is a possi-
bility that liquid would remain untreated after
2012, then DOE would have in place an agreed-
upon plan and schedule that specifies when the
treatment would be completed. In all cases,
treatment must be completed in atimely manner
S0 as not to compromise a key 1995 Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order HLW milestone,
which states that DOE have al the liquid in the
tanks and calcine in the bin sets treated and
ready to leave Idaho by the target date of
December 31, 2035.

[1.D TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES

I11.D.1 General: Treatment Technologies

1.D.1 (1)

Comment - Commentors express concerns that
treatment options could fail, thus exposing
workers, the public, or the Snake River Plain
Aquifer, air, or land to undue risk. Commentors
cite past problems with calciner operations and a
mining industry operation as examples of the
types of events that can occur, no matter how
unlikely, and can spread contaminants.
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Response - DOE has a commitment to the State
of ldaho to treat mixed transuranic waste/SBW
and mixed HLW currently stored at the INEEL
with an emphasis on meeting a target date of
December 2035 for making these wastes trans-
portable out of the State of Idaho for disposal.
DOE recognizes there are risks associated with
operating treatment facilities, asindicated by the
impact analyses presented in this EIS. However,
for routine operations, all treatment alternatives
evaluated in this EIS present small risks to the
public, as any exposures would be below health-
based standards. Furthermore, leaving waste
untreated in underground tanks or as calcine in
the bin sets as contemplated by the No Action
and Continued Current Operations alternatives
poses considerably more risk to the public and
the environment over the long-term.

Section 5.2.14 of this EIS analyzes a range of
reasonably foreseeable accidents that have the
potential to harm workers, the public, or the
environment. Although the occurrence of any of
these accidents would be cause for serious con-
cern, the risk of an accident would exist only
during operations, which for the waste treatment
options would occur over a span of about 25
years. For any treatment option, DOE would
identify and implement appropriate physical and
administrative controls designed to reduce the
risk of an accident and to mitigate the extent and
effects of an accident should one occur. During
project implementation and as required by 10
CFR 830, Subpart B (January 10, 2001), a safety
analysis report covering nuclear operations is
prepared before operations begin (and is adhered
to throughout operations), for al facilities that
could result in a hazard to workers or the public.
The safety analysis report defines the parameters
within which safe operations and storage are
assured.

Regarding the calciner, during almost 40 years
of operation there have been two minor process
cell fires resulting from leakage of kerosene
from remotely assembled fittings with no release
of radioactive materials to the environment.
DOE thoroughly investigates, critiques, and
implements necessary improvements for all such
unusual events before resuming operations. See
also response to comment summary 11.C (8)
which addresses commentor's concerns regard-
ing past operations of the calciner.
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11.0.1 (2)

Comment - A commentor discusses the
approach used and success achieved by other
entities such as British Nuclear Fuels, Limited,
in managing HLW, nuclear fuel, or other waste
streams, and/or makes comments regarding
these approaches/programs.

Response - DOE is aware of approaches and
technologies being used by others in managing
various radiological and hazardous waste forms
and other nuclear materials. Therelative success
of these programs and lessons |earned were fac-
tored into assessments of technology maturity
and used in identifying candidate alternatives for
analysisin this EIS.

11.0.1 (3)

Comment - A commentor expresses the opinion
that existing waste treatment solutions are safe
and effective.

Response - Comment noted.

11.D.1 (4)

Comment - Commentors state that decisions
based on the aternatives in the EIS will be
flawed or premature because the technologies
studied are immature. Some commentors add
that:

» The EISis premature and that DOE should
do things a step at atime.

* INEEL does not yet know enough about
how to apply alternative treatments/solidi-
fication technologies to its waste.

» None of the technologies evaluated in the
Draft EIS is sufficiently mature to support
selection at thistime.

* Another commentor asks why so many
options were being considered when turn-
ing sand to rock is simple.

» Commentors state that in several placesin
the EIS, unproven technology and unsound
scientific methods, if used, could create
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more risk than already exists with existing
wastes; therefore, DOE should use proven
technologies.

Response - Timing and regulatory considera-
tions related to this EIS are discussed in Section
1.2 of this EIS. DOE has determined that it is
appropriate to move forward with this EIS due to
new regulatory developments affecting opera-
tion of existing facilities, commitments to the
State of Idaho under the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order, a need to integrate
environmental impacts of ongoing remediation
actions at INTEC with anticipated environmen-
tal impacts of waste processing and facilities dis-
position, and a need to schedul e appropriate time
for facility development and to obtain funding of
alternative technologies.

DOE has disclosed the maturity and uncertain-
ties associated with all treatment technologies
described in this EIS. Most of the technologies
are supported by extensive documentation and
include testing on surrogate or actual waste
materials to be processed. In addition, technol-
ogy development is continuing on the most
promising waste treatment options. Thiswork is
described in Section 2.2.3 of this EIS
Nevertheless, the proposed treatment options
have a range of technological maturity and are
under continuing development.  Such projects
are not new at INTEC, which has been using
technology development programs for the past
40 years.

11.0.1 (5)

Comment - Commentors suggest that treatment
of HLW should not result in releases to the atmo-
sphere or environment. Commentors state that
careful monitoring should drive selection of
waste treatment alternatives.

Response - Treating mixed HLW by any method
would produce some level of emissions.
However, any treatment option selected would
be designed and operated to comply with air
emission requirements and any other applicable
regulations intended to protect human health and
the environment. Such regulations would
require appropriate monitoring to ensure regula-
tory compliance, which would be established
during permit development.
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11.0.1 (6)

Comment - Commentors make statements about
good waste management practices:

* Liquid wastes are the most hazardous and
expensive to clean up, and waste mini-
mization is important to protect our chil-
dren.

* Integrate waste treatment solutions across
the INEEL to prevent duplication and save
money, instead of establishing projects
within organizational structures (stove pip-

ing).

Response - DOE recognizes and implements the
tenets of waste minimization in its operations
and would minimize the amount of waste gener-
ated during implementation of the selected alter-
natives. In addition, DOE has a goa of
maximizing efficiency of waste management
operations by various processes, including inte-
gration of similar activities as appropriate.

It is for this reason CERCLA remedial actions
and proposed facility disposition alternatives at
INTEC are being coordinated in this EIS analy-
sis. Also, this EIS reviewed the potential for
treating ldaho mixed HLW at the West Valley
Demonstration Project, Savannah River Site,
Hanford Site, and at the Advanced Mixed Waste
Treatment Project on the INEEL.

11.0.1 (7)

Comment - A commentor expresses the opinion
that waste generated elsewhere should not come
to the INEEL for management, but rather should
go directly to a disposal site, such as Yucca
Mountain.

Response - This EIS addresses only those
wastes that are currently stored at the INTEC or
that would be generated onsite, either by ongo-
ing existing processes or as a byproduct, under
alternatives being considered in this EIS.
Analyisis of the management of waste generated
at other sites for storage or treatment at the
INEEL is beyond the scope of this EIS.
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Comment - A commentor says that, contrary to
statements in the Draft EIS, treatment recom-
mendationsin the National Academy of Sciences
report do conflict with some analyses in the
Draft EIS.

Response - The Draft EIS drew no conclusion
about the National Academy of Sciences report
because it had not been issued when the Draft
EIS was approved. The Draft EIS did address
the involvement of the National Academy of
Sciences in reviewing aternative technologies
and noted that their report would be issued.
DOE reviewed the report and does not believe
the alternatives analyzed in the EIS conflict with
the National Academy of Sciences recommenda-
tions.

[1.D.2 NON-SEPARATIONS
TECHNOLOGIES

111.D.2.a Hot Isostatic Pressed Waste
Technology

1.0.2.a (1)

Comment - A commentor states that the Hot
| sostatic Pressed Waste Option needs to be mod-
ified because gas-forming materials cannot be
processed in "HIP" cans without pre-treatment.

Response - If the Hot Isostatic Pressed Waste
Option were selected, the design and engineer-
ing process would address any pre-treatment
required.

11.D.2.b Direct Cement Technology

1.D.2.b (1)
Comment - Commentors express a preference
for the Direct Cement Waste Option for one or
more of the following reasons:
* It would have low environmental impact if
properly implemented.
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* It provides a simple, one-process/one-
waste form/one repository scenario.

* It would be safer, cheaper, smpler, and
more efficient to implement than other
alternatives, and has been successfully
implemented in Great Britain.

* DOE could complete treastment by the
Direct Cement Waste Option quickly and
meet the milestones in the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order.

* A hydroceramic variation of Direct
Cement Waste Option could be used to
produce an even more superior waste form.

* INEEL has not yet committed to any par-
ticular way of treatment and has no
Preferred Alternative.

* It would not leave a large low-level waste
stream that could end up staying in Idaho.

» Concrete making is intrinsically safer than
glass-making or treatment with the Hot
| sostatic Pressed Waste Option.

» Hydroceramic concrete monoliths could be
hot isostatically pressed into "vitrified"
monoaliths within their canistersif vitrifica
tion is decided later to be necessary, leav-
ing options open.

* If properly implemented, the waste streams
could be small.

* INEEL wastes do not contain excessive
amounts of soluble salts, so the "sodalite
formulation" rule of thumb could be satis-
fied.

* NO separations processes would be
required.

* The feedstream could be a calcine/liquid
reprocessing waste slurry, which would
consolidate al INEEL reprocessing
wastes.

 Other radioactive wastes could be treated

by the same process. for example, about
1,000 metric tons of radioactive sodium
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hydroxide at INEEL which could be co-
processed with calcine.

Response - Chapter 5 of this EIS presents the
environmental impacts of all the alternatives
considered in this EIS. The analyses show that,
with the exception of potential long-term envi-
ronmental impacts associated with the No Action
and Continued Current Operations alternatives,
the environmental impacts of al aternatives,
including the Direct Cement Waste Option
would be small.

DOE is aware that the direct cement process has
been used elsewhere and is familiar with this
technology, as well as the hydroceramic varia-
tion. While it does have some advantages over
other alternatives, the Direct
Cement/Hydroceramic Waste Option also has
some disadvantages, including the final waste
form which does not meet the current Waste
Acceptance System Requirements Document for
disposa in a geologic repository. See aso
response to comment summary I11.D.2.b (6).
DOE has documented the results of its evalua-
tion of the relative merits of the direct cement
technology in Appendix B. This appendix
addresses factors such as safety, ability to meet
existing Settlement Agreement/Consent Order
milestones, flow sheet flexibility, technological
maturity, permitability (such as calciner opera-
tions), resultant product volume as it relates to
transportation and anticipated capacity in the
proposed HLW geologic repository, and associ-
ated waste streams. If DOE should decide to
restart the calciner, co-processing may be reeval-
uated.

However, the sodium hydroxide waste stream
referred to by a commentor is assumed to be the
quantity at the Argonne National Laboratory-
West facility. Thiswaste stream has been treated
and disposed of. Thiswas addressed in the SNF
& INEL EIS Record of Decision. In addition,
processing of sodium hydroxide from spent
nuclear fuel processing at Argonne Nationa
Laboratory-West is discussed in the Final EIS
for the Treatment and Management of Sodium-
Bonded Spent Nuclear Fuel (DOE/EIS-0306),
issued in July 2000. The Record of Decision for
DOE/EIS-0306 has been issued (Federa
Register, Vol. 65, No. 182, Page 56565,
September 19, 2000).
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The Cost Report (DOE/ID 10702, January 2000)
estimates costs related to the Direct Cement
Waste Option and other alternatives evaluated.
Itisavailablefrom DOE-ID onrequest. Seealso
response to comment summary X (8).

I.0.2.b (2)

Comment - A commentor contends that, in light
of the "command influence" dictating the pro-
duction of DOE-EM technical reports and the
resulting deliberate omission of data and litera-
ture citations inconsistent with foregone conclu-
sions, it was no surprise that the EIS
characterized the Direct Cement Waste Option as
unattractive.

Response - All alternatives presented in this
EIS, including the Direct Cement Waste Option,
were subjected to the same degree of detailed
analysis which are publicly available.  DOE
considers this EIS to present a fair and unbiased
analysis of the environmental impacts of each
aternative as well as full consideration of all
public comments on the Draft EIS. Dataand lit-
erature analyzed in this EIS are part of the
Administrative Record.

1.0.2.b (3)

Comment - A commentor states that the Draft
EIS overestimates the volume of grouted HLW
that would result from the Direct Cement Waste
Option.

Response - The waste volume numbers pro-
vided in this EIS are conservative engineering
estimates and would be subject to change under
detailed design. The type of concrete being pro-
duced and the assumed canister waste loading
primarily controls the grout volume estimate.
However, the waste volumes presented in
Appendix C.7 and Chapter 3 of the EIS are con-
sidered to be sufficient for comparison with
other waste treatment options, which istheintent
of this EIS.

.0.2.b (4)

Comment - A commentor expresses disappoint-
ment that the Direct Cement Waste Option was
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considered more dangerous than separations
approaches by the Draft EIS preparers; the com-
mentor claims that the opposite is true because
of the complexity of operations, chemicals, tem-
peratures, and an extra incineration step associ-
ated with separations.

Response - As discussed in Section 5.2.9 of this
EIS, the environmental impacts of the Direct
Cement Waste Option, though small, would
result in the highest impact to the public because
of the number of latent cancer fatalities that
would be incurred during incident-free transport
and the impacts to workers and the public from
vehicle-related emissions during transportation.
The higher transportation impacts associated
with the Direct Cement Waste Option are
directly related to the large volume of waste pro-
duced by the treatment option, which requires a
correspondingly high number of truck shipments
to transport the waste for disposal. In all other
categories evaluated in this EIS, the Direct
Cement Waste Option is equal to or less haz-
ardous than any of the separations options.

I.0.2.b (5)

Comment - Commentors state that DOE, |daho
Department of Environmental Quality, and
INEEL should learn from grouting failures at
Hanford and focus on vitrification of existing
liquid waste without separation since a perma-
nent repository is decades away.

Response - Experience at other DOE sites was
factored into the evaluation of alternatives that
include grouting as a waste treatment option.
Vitrification is one of the technologies analyzed
inthis EIS.

I.0.2.b (6)

Comment - One commentor states that the
grouted waste forms produced might not meet
repository acceptance criteria or retain physical
integrity. However, another commentor asserts
that calcine treated to a cement-like waste form
would meet the "letter of the law" for repository
disposal requirements cited in federa regula-
tions.

DOE/EIS-0287
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Response - Although there could be various
waste forms for mixed HLW, DOE has devel-
oped a Waste Acceptance System Requirements
Document that specifies HLW must be in a
borosilicate glass form contained in a stainless
steel container that is seal welded. Also, vitrifi-
cation was adopted by the EPA as the best
demonstrated available technology for treatment
of RCRA characteristics of corrosivity and toxi-
city for HLW (55 FR 22520; June 1, 1990), as
referenced in Section 2.2.5 of this EIS. At pre-
sent, there are no other final HLW forms (such as
cement-like) or technologies approved by the
EPA or DOE for disposal in the proposed geo-
logic repository. As discussed in Section 2.2.5,
if DOE were to select a waste processing alter-
native that results in a grout (cement-like forms)
or ceramic (hot-isostatic-pressed waste) or direct
calcine disposal, DOE would have to receive a
determination of equivalency from the EPA.

11.D.2.¢ Vitrification Technology

I.0.2.c (1)

Comment - Commentors express a preference
for the Early Vitrification Option for one or more
of the following reasons:

* It employs a proven technology with fewer
risks, and disposal is consistent with the
current repository approach and the only
alternative that meets  Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order requirements.

* Impacts to health, safety, and the environ-
ment would be smaller than for other
options.

» Other technologies cost too much money,
though some note that this option also
would be very costly.

* It would be less harmful than injecting it
into the ground, athough air emissions
would be a concern.

* |t isthe |least offensive and most "do-abl€e"
without harm to people and the land.
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* |t would eliminate use of the calciner, thus
lowering air emissions.

* |t offers the most stable waste form for all
the HLW.

Response - For many of the reasons cited by the
commentors DOE analyzed early vitrification as
an option for processing calcine and mixed
transuranic waste/SBW. The rationale for the
selection of this technology is contained in
Appendix B.

Chapter 5 summarizes the environmental
impacts of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS.
The analyses show that, with the exception of
potential long-term environmental impacts asso-
ciated with the No Action and Continued Current
Operations alternatives, the environmental
impacts of all alternatives would be small.
While there are differences in the environmental
impacts among the action alternatives, these dif-
ferences are not sufficient to clearly identify one
aternative as environmentally preferable.

DOE continues to work with the State of 1daho
and federal agenciesto ensure that emissions and
effluents (air and water) from treatment alterna-
tives are properly modeled and that results fall
within regulatory limits, or that pollution abate-
ment controls would adequately mitigate poten-
tial exceedences.  Analyses in this EIS were
based on the assumption that any thermal treat-
ment technology, such as vitrification, would
require emissions controls that comply with the
Clean Air Act.

As noted by the commentors, vitrification has
advantages such as employing a proven technol-
ogy that would produce a stable waste form con-
sistent with the current geologic repository
approach. Also, vitrification was adopted by the
EPA as the best demonstrated available technol-
ogy for treatment of RCRA characteristics of
corrosivity and toxicity for HLW (55 FR 22520;
June 1, 1990), asreferenced in Section 2.2 of this
EIS. Because vitrification is a proven technol-
ogy, if selected, DOE would anticipate relatively
fewer problems in implementation. 1n addition,
creating awaste form consistent with EPA's reg-
ulations would eliminate potential delays associ-
ated with getting alternative waste forms
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approved. Thus, vitrification is considered an
aternative that most closely aligns with the
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order target date
of December 2035 for mixed HLW to be ready
for transport out of Idaho.

However, DOE aso noted disadvantages of vit-
rification, such as a relatively high costs and
schedule concerns. Regarding the costs of vitri-
fication, recent DOE evaluations determined that
this technology may be more expensive to
deploy than others evaluated in this EIS.

I.0.2.c (2)

Comment - A commentor states that DOE must
get on with cleanup and apply research and
development to technologies that will put all
radioactive waste into a stable, vitrified form so
that it will meet repository acceptance criteria.
In addition, vitrification should be the selected
treatment technology, since there is no guarantee
of any repository coming on line soon and a
glass form would be suitable for near-term stor-
age. The commentor further states that vitrifica-
tion processing cannot be avoided in stabilizing
and preparing the HLW to meet future repository
acceptance criteria.

Response - DOE considers vitrification to be a
mature technology that would not require signif-
icant additional investment in technology devel-
opment. Vitrification of both the liquid mixed
transuranic waste/SBW and the mixed HLW cal-
cine or HLW fraction by 2035 are evaluated in
this EIS. If the Record of Decision specifies vit-
rification as the treatment for mixed HLW, DOE
would need to conduct additional waste form
specific technology development work before
constructing a full-scale facility, although DOE
has already completed some technology devel-
opment to see how ldaho waste would perform
in a glass medium. See aso response to com-
ment summary 111.D.2.C (4).

Vitrification puts the waste into a form consis-
tent with that used for analysis purposes in the
Environmental Impact Satement for a Geologic
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear
Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-
0250).
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Comment - A commentor states that vitrification
of calcine would be difficult for one or more of
the following reasons:

* INTEC stores different types of calcine,
each of which would be hard to separate
and would require a different solidification
process.

» Cesium-137 would have to be collected to
prevent migration.

» The process would have high energy
requirements and equipment costs.

Response - Calcinein the bin setsis layered due
to the calcination of different types of liquid
mixed HLW during different campaigns.
However, past pilot studies using different types
of calcine blended together have produced a vit-
rified product that may meet requirements for
disposa at a geologic repository. Feasibility
studies on vitrification have demonstrated that
the calcine would have to be blended before vit-
rification, then sampled so the chemistry
requirements of the melter could be properly
adjusted to ensure arobust vitrified product. The
technology would be demonstrated on a pilot
scale before it was deployed in a production
facility. Additiona work would be needed to
characterize the calcine and conduct some tech-
nology development on vitrification of this par-
ticular waste stream.

If the calcine were vitrified directly, the cesium-
137 emissions would be controlled by the offgas
system. If the calcine were chemically sepa
rated, cesium-137 would be contained in resins,
which would be dried and vitrified. Either way,
the glass form would be packaged and made
ready for disposal in a national geologic reposi-
tory. Chapter 5 of this EIS shows that utility
demand for the Early Vitrification Option repre-
sents approximately 40 percent of the site's cur-
rent electrical consumption, but less than 10
percent of the INEEL's total power capacity.
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I.0.2.c (4)

Comment - Commentors express the following
opinions about HLW treatment:

» Vitrification is not the only way that HLW
can be treated.

* Volume is not the most difficult issue to
dea with.

* Neither glass nor concrete waste forms can
meet the demanding criteria for HLW dis-
posal because glass will become friable
and break down into a fine, dispersible
powder over time in a radiation field, and
concrete will do the same, even without
radiation.

Response - As evaluated in this EIS, there are
aternatives to vitrification including grout
(cement-like) and ceramic forms (hot-isostatic-
pressed waste), aswell as shipping the calcine to
the repository without further treatment.
However, in order to dispose of these alternative
waste forms, DOE would have to obtain a deter-
mination of equivalency from the EPA.

Although there could be various waste forms for
HLW, DOE has developed a Waste Acceptance
System Requirements Document (Revision 4)
that contains requirements that HLW destined
for disposal must be in a borosilicate glass or
other qualified waste form and contained in
stainless steel. Also, vitrification was adopted
by the EPA as the best demonstrated available
technology for treatment of RCRA characteris-
tics of corrosivity and toxicity for HLW (55 FR
22520; June 1, 1990), as referenced in Section
2.2 of thisEIS.

This glass has been shown to chemically bond
the components of the waste in the glass, and
does not readily leach these chemicals once
bonded. Borosilicate glass is estimated to be as
durable as obsidian glass, which remains intact
in nature for thousands of years. However, as
recommended by the National Academy of
Sciences, if vitrification were selected, DOE will
continue to study and refine glass-formulation
chemistry specific to Idaho's mixed HLW to
ensure compatibility with waste acceptance cri-
teria for the proposed geologic repository. See
Section 6.3.2 of thisEIS aswell asthe Final EIS
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Summary, Section 4.1, and responses to com-
ment summaries I11.F.2 (5) and (6).

At the present time, there are no other final HLW
forms, such as grout or ceramic, that have been
approved for disposal in the proposed geologic
repository.

.0.2.c (5)

Comment - A commentor suggests moving an
existing vitrification plant to the INEEL to elim-
inate transportation to an offsite vitrification
plant, or vitrifying INEEL HLW at West Valley
or Savannah River Site facilities. Another com-
mentor suggests that a mobile furnace could ser-
vice several sites and that the dome at
Experimental Breeder Reactor |11 could serve as
a containment structure for processing offgases
from such usage at the INEEL.

Response - Asdiscussed in Section 3.3.5 of this
ElIS, exigting vitrification units at the Savannah
River Site and at the West Valley Demonstration
Project were evaluated for treatment of INEEL
mixed HLW. Savannah River Site vitrification
facility components would not be suitable for
processing highly acidic INEEL mixed HLW
because of fluoridesin the calcine or phosphates
in the separated mixed HLW fraction. The vitri-
fication facility at West Valley will be shut down
in 2002, and will not be able to treat INEEL
waste. Moving the West Valey vitrification
facility components to the INEEL was judged to
be impractical because of health and safety con-
cerns and technical uncertainties related to the
long down time that would occur before re-
assembly and restart. However, DOE would
determine the availability of any appropriate
equipment, including mobile treatment facilities,
that may be suitable for processing INEEL
mixed HLW and the potential cost benefit from
attempting to use such equipment. Also, lessons
learned would be applied to implementation at
Idaho if vitrification were selected as the tech-
nology to be implemented.

Use of INEEL facilities other than INTEC for
various aspects of waste management has been
considered, but only where there is some advan-
tage in doing so. The Experimental Breeder
Reactor Il containment dome is not suitable for
processing offgasses.
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lI.D.3 Separations Technologies

11.0.3 (1)

Comment - Commentors raised issues regarding
separations technologies for one or more of the
following reasons:

a  Waste Quantities

- Separations technologies generate more
waste streams and volumes, compared to
non-separations alternatives. They result
in greater volumes of waste that have to be
managed compared to non-separations
options.

b. Redissolving calcine

- Re-dissolving calcinein order to separateiit
would be wasteful and a step backward in
dealing with liquid waste. Calcine is a
safe, stable waste form and should not be
reconverted to a dangerous liquid. Also,
redissolving calcine might not be easy or
possible.

c. Low-level Waste Fraction

- The low-level waste stream that would
result from separations treatment would
leave behind the hottest fraction and great-
est near-term threat. The Transuranic
Separations Option would involve storage
of low-level Class C-type waste at the
INEEL. Even after separations, waste will
still be radioactive.

d. Criticaity
- Separations poses a greater criticality risk
than other alternatives, as stated in the
Draft EIS.

e. Incinerator

- They al employ an incinerator, which
would be unacceptable to stakeholders.

f. Transuranic Extraction
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- Hanford could not make the TRUEX
(transuranic extraction) process work even
though 60 percent of the nation's HLW is
stored there (and INEEL has only 3 per-
cent).

- DOE separated transuranics from non-
transuranics at Hanford. But there is not
regulatory distinction between the two
fractions in terms of how they are man-
aged, and some resultant wastes would
have to be stored indefinitely at Hanford.

g. Technical Maturity

- A commentor indicates that the maturity
level of alternative treatment technologies
must be addressed in the Final EIS, and
technologies with no apparent technical
basis such as separations either need to be
dropped or technically justified.

- Separations technol ogies have no technical
basis; they may or may not be efficient or
economical; they are uncertain and
unproven; they have not been demon-
strated to work on an industrial scale; and
if they fail, environmental protection is
failed.

- The National Academy of Sciences report
concludes that separations processes are
not realistic and processing existing cal-
cine should have low priority.

- Separations options require proof of their
technical viability, chemistry processes,
effectiveness, and safety.

- The technologies are infeasible and
unprovable, unless the Fina EIS offers
technical support for this option.

- The chemistry involved in separating HLW
into high- and low-level fractions is not
well understood.

- TRUEX would not be cost effective, and,
as the National Academy of Sciences
report says, it is highly unlikely that it
would work.
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Response -

a.  Waste Quantity

- When compared to the non-separations
treatment options, separations is projected
to result in higher volumes of low-level
and/or transuranic waste. However, these
options have the advantage of producing a
corresponding decrease in the amount of
HLW. For example, it is estimated that 800
canisters of HLW would be produced if all
the mixed transuranic waste/SBW and cal-
cine are treated using the separations tech-
nologies evaluated in this EIS. In contrast,
depending upon the method of immobiliza-
tion, the non-separations technologies
would produce between 5,700 and 18,000
HLW canisters (See Chapter 3, Table 3-2).
Reducing the volume of the final HLW
form is considered an advantage given the
uncertainties and costs associated with dis-
posal in the proposed HLW geol ogic repos-
itory. Seeresponse to comment summaries
in 11I.F for more detailed discussions
regarding disposal options for waste
streams produced under different technolo-
gies evaluated in this EIS.

Redissolving Calcine

- If aseparations process were implemented,
calcine would have to be placed back into
aliquid form because radionuclides would
be extracted by chemical and physical pro-
cesses that work efficiently in solutions.
However, this would be accomplished by
dissolving only enough calcine needed at
any one time during treatment.

Mixed Low-level Waste Fraction

- DOE acknowledges that mixed low-level
waste fractions evaluated in this EIS may
be highly radioactive. However, any gen-
erated mixed low-level waste fractions
would be managed and disposed of per
DOE Order 435.1 and Manua 435.1-1
(Radioactive Waste Management Order
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and Manual) in order to ensure protection
of human heath and the environment.
Alternatives analyzed in this EIS include
offsite as well as onsite disposal of the
treated mixed low-level waste fraction.
For example, the Transuranic Separations
Option analyzes the disposa of Class C-
type grout at locations both on and off the
INEEL. INEEL locations analyzed are the
empty vessels of the closed Tank Farm and
bin sets or a hypothetical new INEEL L ow-
Activity Waste Disposal Facility located
approximately 2,000 feet east of the
INTEC Coal-Fired Steam Generating
Facility. The off-INEEL location analyzed
is the Chem-Nuclear Systems commercial
radioactive waste disposal site located in
Barnwell, South Carolina. Disposal of
low-level waste/mixed low-level waste
will be determined consistent with the
appropriate Record of Decision for the
Waste Management Programmatic EIS.

d. Criticaity

- The EIS does report an increased risk of

criticality associated with the TRUEX sep-
arations process. There are accident sce-
narios identified for some alternatives that
have an increased chance of occurring and
could result in higher exposures to workers
and the public. The criticality accident sce-
nario could occur due to mishandling of
transuranic waste fractions stored in con-
tainers and would result in alarge dose to a
noninvolved worker (218 millirem), but a
relatively small dose to the maximally
exposed individual living at the site bound-
ary (3 mrem). The probability of such an
event happening is conservatively esti-
mated to be between one chance in one
thousand and one chance in a million per
year of facility operation.

Incinerator

- As described in Section 3.1.3 of this EIS,

DOE analyzed the incineration of spent
organics resulting from chemical separa-
tions. DOE determined that such an incin-



- New Information -

erator may not be required for the treat-
ment of the organic waste stream because
several treatment alternatives exist.
However, the analysis in this EIS provides
the impacts should DOE decide to inciner-
ate the spent organics to reduce volume,
treat hazardous constituents, and produce a
disposable waste form. The resulting waste
form would be mixed low-level waste and
managed in accordance with the appropri-
ate Record of Decision for the Waste
Management Programmatic EIS.

f. Transuranic Extraction

- Separations, including the TRUEX
(transuranic extraction) process, is techni-
caly feasible and is a reasonable alterna-
tive treatment technology. If this or any of
the other separations alternatives were
selected under a Record of Decision based
on this EIS, extensive bench-scale and
pilot-scale testing of processing methods
with surrogate wastes would have to be
conducted before implementation.

g. Technical Maturity

- DOE acknowledges the need for further
design, technology development, and test-
ing work to ensure the success of any sep-
arations option that it may select for
processing the INEEL calcine or mixed
transuranic waste/SBW. However, there
are factors that could make the separations
options attractive enough to warrant some-
what greater technical risk. As with any
technology deployment, separations would
be validated on a pilot-scale basis as neces-
sary to ensure that the process can be per-
formed within the necessary regulatory and
safety parameters prior to full, production-
scale deployment. In addition, separations
processes would be on a batch-scale (or
continuous dissolution) basis that would
not result in accumulation and storage of
large quantities of liquid at any one time.
The National Academy of Sciences identi-
fied the need for design and development
work (including work with actual aged cal-
cine, rather than surrogates) to ensure that
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the desired process operability and decon-
tamination factors can be achieved. DOE
recognizes the concerns of the National
Academy of Sciences and acknowledges
the need for technology development as
noted above.

1.0.3 (2)

Comment - A commentor states that one of the
primary goals of separations is financial: to
reclassify waste so that a higher fraction of the
waste can be grouted instead of vitrified, because
grouting is cheaper. The commentor adds that
cost is one of the main reasons why the UK
chose to grout reprocessing waste.

Response - As shown in the Cost Report
(Section 6.0), treatment costs for the Direct
Cement Waste Option and the Separations
Alternative are comparable. However, options
under the Separations Alternative produce a
lower volume of final HLW product than the
Direct Cement Waste Option. Because of this,
the separations options have lower associated
disposal costs, and, therefore, lower total costs.
Classification and management of the waste
streams would be in accordance with DOE Order
435.1 and Manua 435.1-1 (Radioactive Waste
Management Order and Manual).

1.0.3 (3)

Comment - A commentor states that options
under the Separations Alternative in the Draft
EIS focus on repository issues and regulatory
requirements and are not in the best interest of
environmental protection. Separations was
added as an aternative to engineer around prob-
lemsat Yucca Mountain and dispose of the waste
at the Waste I solation Pilot Plant instead.

Response - Although Separations was not added
to engineer around problems at the Yucca
Mountain repository, it does provide for reduc-
tion in the amount of final waste form product
for disposal at the repository and for transuranic
waste the added benefit of disposal at a facility
that is currently open.
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11.D.3 (4)

Comment - A commentor questions whether a
process designed to dissolve/extract calcines
would work with ion exchangeresins. The com-
mentor also suggests that it would be better to
incinerate the resins and treat the ash, and
requests that figures in the EIS be modified to
incorporate an incinerator.

Response - DOE recognizes that if separations
is selected as part of the treatment process for
calcine, then additional technology development
would be conducted to determine if dissolved
calcine is compatible with the separations
method (such as ion exchange) at a production
scale. At this time, DOE sees no advantages to
incineration of cesium ion exchange resins. The
total volume of resins would be small (about 40
cubic meters) and would not warrant further
reduction through incineration.

111.D.4 Treatment Technologies
Considered but Eliminated
from Further Consideration

.04 (1)

Comment - A commentor suggests that DOE
consider immobilization in an aluminum matrix
within stainless steel containers as a treatment
for calcine that has been demonstrated on a lab-
oratory scale, describing the process and citing
numerous advantages over vitrification options
discussed in the Draft EIS.

Response - As part of the process of identifying
the waste treatment options analyzed in this EIS,
DOE considered immobilization of calcinein an
aluminum matrix. The immobilization of HLW
calcine in an auminum matrix was not carried
forward in this EIS because of the lack of tech-
nical maturity and because it offered no advan-
tage over direct disposal of calcine in a national
geologic repository.

11.D.4 (2)

Comment - A commentor asks if DOE has con-
sidered treating HLW by immobilizing it in sili-
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con ingots, citing a number of advantages to this
approach.

Response - As part of the process of identifying
treatment options analyzed in this EIS (see
Appendix B), DOE considered silicon encapsu-
lation of HLW and concluded this technology is
similar enough in operation and application to
vitrification that the potential environmental
impacts would be substantially the same.
Therefore DOE decided not to analyze silicon
encapsulation as a separate option or aternative
inthis EIS.

11.D.4 (3)

Comment - A commentor suggests that DOE
consider a dry-pack process for trestment of
HLW because this approach would have cost
advantages over the Full Separations Option.

Response - As part of the process of identifying
the treatment options analyzed in this EIS, DOE
considered two-stage evaporation (sometimes
called Dry Pack) for the treatment of mixed
transuranic waste/SBW. This technology was
not brought forward for detailed analysis in this
EIS because it did not present significant advan-
tages over other treatment options that offered
additional benefits. However, due to the
National Academy of Sciences recommendation,
this technology was reconsidered during the pro-
cess of identifying a Preferred Alternative.
However, it was subsequently eliminated from
further consideration because of concerns about
applicability of this process to treatment of
mixed transuranic waste/SBW and operational
concerns.

.D.4 (4)
Comment - Commentors suggest that DOE con-
sider the following proposed commercial treat-

ment options for treating SBW:

* A new pyrolysis/steam reforming fluid bed
technology developed by Studsvik, Inc.

* A cost-effective, mature, industrial tech-
nology developed by COGEMA, Inc.
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Response - As a result of public comment and
agency review, the steam reforming process was
analyzed for mixed transuranic waste/SBW
treatment.  The cold-crucible vitrification
(COGEMA) process was considered and could
be used in vitrification treatment for mixed
transuranic waste/SBW.

11.D.4 (5)

Comment - Commentors request that several
additional alternatives be evaluated/considered
in the EIS, including the following:

» Entomb the calcine in situ in the bin sets
(because of the difficulty of retrieving it) or
using direct cementation.

» Solidify and entomb the SBW in the tanks.

Commentors add that they redlize that entomb-
ment of waste in place would not meet
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order commit-
ments to move the HLW out of state.

Response - The potential long-term impact of
entombment of the calcine within the bin setsis
similar to the evaluation of the No Action
Alternative. The results for the No Action
Alternative are provided in Chapter 5 of thisEIS.
DOE has assumed in this EIS that any structure
is vulnerable to degradation failure after 500
years in accordance with the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission position for long-term storage facil-
ities (NRC, 1994, Branch Technical Position on
Performance A ssessment for Low-level Disposal
Facilities, Washington, D.C.). Therefore, sinceit
is difficult to quantitatively estimate the long-
term mitigative effect, if any, of concrete sur-
rounding the bin sets, DOE has conservatively
assumed failure and leakage of calcine into the
environment after 500 years. Environmental
impacts of such an event are discussed in
Appendix C.4 of this EIS. For direct cementa-
tion of the calcine in the bin sets, there is not
enough capacity to direct cement the calcine in
place.

The potential long-term impact of grouting the
liquid mixed transuranic waste/SBW within the
tanks lies between that of No Action (leaving lig-
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uid in the tanks) and that of disposal of grouted
low-level waste in the tanks. Long-term envi-
ronmental impacts of both of these aternatives
have been evaluated in this EIS. However, the
operationa logistics of transforming the mixed
transuranic waste/SBW into a stable solid form
may require removal of the mixed transuranic
waste/SBW from the tanks and the addition of
neutralizing and stabilizing materials that would
result in a substantial waste volume increase.
Assuming a 30 percent waste loading of the
grout, there may be marginally enough capacity
to grout the existing volume of mixed
transuranic waste/SBW in the tanks. DOE does
not regard disposal of the mixed transuranic
waste/SBW in the tanks and entombment of the
calcinein the bin sets to be a reasonable alterna-
tive not only because it would violate the
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order, but aso
because of physical uncertainties and because it
would be highly unlikely to meet RCRA regula-
tory reguirements for a disposal facility for
mixed waste. For these reasons, DOE does not
view this as a reasonable alternative, and it was
eliminated from detailed analysis.

11.D.4 (6)

Comment - Commentors express opinions about
the way in which DOE included or dismissed
technology options for evaluation in the EIS:

» Instead of dismissing technologies because
DOE has not yet completed research on
them (such as Direct
Cement/Hydroceramics), DOE should
point the Draft EIS reader to information
from other sources.

» DOE should insist that preparers of the EIS
contact ""champions' of other technologies,
and the Final EIS should present thisinfor-
mation.

» DOE has failed to consider all reasonable
alternatives, has created unnecessary barri-
ers to consideration of certain options, or
has abnormally inflated their costs.

» DOE should describe the rationale used to
dismiss alternatives from evaluation.
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Response - In developing the waste processing
aternatives analyzed in this EIS, DOE
researched and considered literature available on
potential treatment technologies and consulted
the advocates ("champions'). Through a struc-
tured process extending over several months,
DOE evaluated and screened the treatment alter-
natives to arrive at the range of reasonable alter-
natives that appeared to be technically feasible,
required limited technology development, and
meet various other criteria imposed by DOE or
the State of Idaho. As part of this process, many
of the treatment technologies or locations sug-
gested by the commentors were considered.
Appendix B, Waste Processing Alternative
Selection Process, summarizes the alternative
identification process by briefly describing those
that were eliminated from detailed analysis and
the reasons why they were eliminated.

Some of the commentors suggested alternatives
that do not represent unique waste processing
alternatives, but rather implementation options
that could be representative of alternatives
already considered in thisEIS. For example, this
EIS analyzes alternatives that would involve
continuing calcination of mixed transuranic
waste/SBW using the New Waste Calcining
Facility.  Similarly, this EIS considers several
aternatives involving cementation. If DOE
were to decide on a waste processing alternative
that includes cementation, the specific additives,
processing conditions such as cementitious
waste, and final waste form would be determined
through future technology development activi-
ties. Such implementation options would not
result in substantialy different environmental
impacts and do not represent unique waste pro-
cessing alternatives that require additional
detailed evaluation in this EIS.

1.D.4 (7)
Comment - Commentors ask DOE to consider
the following alternatives or explain why they
were excluded from consideration:

* Options described in various non-DOE sci-

entific and engineering journals, confer-
ence proceedings, and reports.
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» Calcine/SBW durry treatment, which, a
commentor says, the National Academy of
Sciences report supports.

Response - As part of the process of identifying
the treatment options analyzed in this EIS, DOE
considered trestment of the calcine and mixed
transuranic waste/SBW slurry treatment. These
technology options were not selected specifi-
caly for analysis in this EIS but are encom-
passed by alternatives already considered in this
EIS. For example, this EIS analyzes non-sepa-
rations alternatives that would involve cement-
ing mixed transuranic waste/SBW and calcine,
to make it ready for shipment out of Idaho by a
target date of December 31, 2035. If DOE deter-
mines that SBW would be managed as a
transuranic waste then it would be kept separate
from the mixed HLW calcine and made ready for
shipment to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. If
DOE determines that SBW would be managed
as HLW, then creating a slurry with calcine and
adding this to the cementation mixture would be
considered during the design and engineering
stagesfor this alternative. Because this EIS ana-
lyzesthe environmental impacts of managing the
calcine and mixed transuranic waste/SBW as
HLW, it can be concluded that the slurry sugges-
tion is encompassed within the range of reason-
able technological options evaluated in this EIS.

The commentors' suggestion that calcine should
be blended with mixed transuranic waste/SBW
is hot consistent with the recommendations of
the report from the National Academy of
Sciences addressing HLW. The report recom-
mended blending calcines of different composi-
tions to achieve a uniform waste feed to the
treatment process, but criticized DOE's current
practice of blending mixed HLW and mixed
transuranic waste/SBW calcines. The rationae
against blending is that it would be counterpro-
ductive because it would convert the mixed
transuranic waste/SBW to mixed HLW and elim-
inate management and disposal options that
would otherwise be available to the mixed
transuranic waste/SBW if it is determined not to
be HLW.
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11.D.4 (8)

Comment - Commentors ask DOE to consider
the Oak Ridge National Laboratory FUETAP
(formed under elevated temperature and pres-
sure) cementation process.

Response - The FUETAP technology is similar
to the Hot Isostatic Pressed Waste and Direct
Cement Waste options evaluated in this EIS and
has many of the same advantages and disadvan-
tages. Primary disadvantages are lack of techni-
cal maturity, which would necessitate a
significant investment in research and develop-
ment, and the fact that unlike vitrified HLW, the
FUETAP product is currently not considered an
acceptable waste form at the proposed geologic
repository. However, if this option were to be
selected DOE could perform a determination of
equivalent waste form for disposal of the FUE-
TAP product. Because the FUETAP process
does not offer any significant advantages over
the Hot Isostatic Pressed Waste or the Direct
Cement Waste Options evaluated in the EIS, it
was not included as an alternative treatment pro-
Cess.

IIl.LE Storage of Treated Waste

IILE (1)

Comment - Commentors agree with DOE's
intent to solidify the remaining liquid waste and
place the HLW calcinein aless dispersible form,
but recommend that DOE drop assumptions
about a repository opening. Commentors also
suggest that DOE should:

* Learn by examples from Hanford and
focus on solidifying the liquid waste for
onsite storage without regard to specula-
tive repository availability.

» Look at long-term onsite storage, because
of uncertainties with availability of reposi-
tories for INEEL transuranic waste and
HLW and conflicting demands for reposi-
tory space for commercial spent nuclear
fuel.

* Not move the waste to another location
and, thus, minimize transportation risks.
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» Consider only treatment alternatives that
prepare the waste for safe, long-term onsite
storage due to uncertainties as to whether it
can ever be shipped, building new contain-
ers as necessary to safely store the waste
for aslong asit takes beforeit can be safely
moved.

Commentors state that there are uncertainties
with using Yucca Mountain in Nevada as a dis-
posal site such as lack of water rights, indefinite
opening date and schedule delays, political con-
siderations, cost overruns, inadequate capacity,
potential licensing problems, and questionable
scientific basis. Commentors also note that
DOE faces obstacles in the acceptance of INEEL
waste at both the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant and
Yucca Mountain repositories, such as capacity
and waste acceptance criteria uncertainties, and
these should be detailed in the EIS.

Response - Section 5.2 of the EIS addresses the
potential environmental impacts of interim stor-
age of treated HLW at the INEEL through 2095.
Interim storage may be necessary if a geologic
repository is not available. Potential environ-
mental impacts of storage (10,000 years) of
treated HLW at DOE sites, including INEEL,
which do not include transportation risks, are
addressed in Chapter 7 of the Yucca Mountain
EIS. DOE acknowledges that there are anumber
of uncertainties associated with whether and
when the proposed Yucca Mountain geologic
repository will be available for disposal of
INEEL HLW. Capacity availability and the
evolving waste acceptance criteria at Yucca
Mountain are discussed in detail in Section 2.2.4
inthisEIS. With the exception of the No Action
and Continued Current Operations alternatives,
all aternatives under consideration in this EIS
will render the remaining mixed transuranic
waste/SBW in the tanks into a solid form which,
along with the treated calcine, can be safely
stored on-site pending disposal.

Currently, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant is the
designated disposal facility for defense-related
transuranic waste. If SBW is classified as
transuranic waste after a waste incidental to
reprocessing determination, then the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant is the appropriate disposal
destination. Waste Isolation Pilot Plant officials
have confirmed that capacity availability at the
Waste |solation Pilot Plant for remote-handled
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and contact-handled transuranic waste would be
available for INEEL waste classified as
transuranic waste as a result of a waste inciden-
tal to reprocessing determination. Similarly, any
transuranic waste fraction created through a sep-
arations process would also be sent there. Waste
acceptance criteria for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant are well defined, and INEEL transuranic
waste would be treated and packaged accord-
ingly. See aso responses to comment sum-
maries in Il11.F.3 regarding transuranic waste
disposal at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.

IILE (2)

Comment - A commentor expresses the opinion
that the U.S. should take advantage of experi-
ence gained by Great Britain and confirmed by
technical reports and should emulate successful
practices used in the United Kingdom for man-
aging HLW. The commentor cites, as an exam-
ple, storing HLW on an interim basis in
cement-like waste forms suitable for either long-
term storage or disposal at any viable location
until a suitable repository becomes available.

Response - Great Britain's experience with man-
aging HLW may not be applicable to mixed
HLW stored at INTEC because of differing
HLW regulatory approaches. However, DOE
does share technical experience and lessons
learned within the international industry. See
responses to comment summaries 111.D.1 and
[11.D.2.b regarding the direct cement approach.

IILE (3)

Comment - Commentors support stabilizing and
storing wastes safely and securely to protect the
environment. A commentor expresses a prefer-
ence for safe storage of waste or moving the
waste to another location if safe storage is not
possible. Other commentors state that they want
to store the waste in the safest possible way at
the INEEL or move it elsewhere.

Response - This EIS addresses the range of rea-
sonable alternatives that, with the exception of
the No Action and Continued Current Operations
aternatives, would prepare mixed HLW and its
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associated waste streams for safe onsite interim
storage at the INEEL and/or transport out of
Idaho for storage for disposal elsewhere.

Section 5.2 of the EIS addresses the potential
environmental impacts of interim storage of
treated HLW at the INEEL through 2095.
Interim storage may be necessary if a geologic
repository is not available. Potential environ-
mental impacts of long-term storage (10,000
years) of treated HLW at DOE sites, including
INEEL, are addressed in Chapter 7 of the Yucca
Mountain EIS.

ILF Dispoeal of Treated Waste

lI.LF.1 General: Disposal

I.E1 (1)

Comment - A commentor states DOE needs a
responsible vision for the future and, to avoid
more complications, should make disposal plans
before generating any additional high-level and
related wastes.

Response - DOE Order 435.1 and Manual
435.1-1 (Radioactive Waste Management Order
and Manual) requires waste management plans,
which must include identified disposition paths
for al waste generated. Currently, the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant is open for disposal of
transuranic waste, and there are a number of
existing low-level and mixed low-level waste
disposal facilities. HLW resulting from deci-
sions based on this EIS would be placed in a
form suitable for disposal at the proposed geo-
logic repository.

II.E1 (2)

Comment - A commentor states that the Draft
EIS focuses too much on preparing waste for
disposal in the near term in a HLW geologic
repository and on meeting the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order and not enough on
isolating waste from the environment.
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Response - One of the fundamental purposes of
this EIS is to provide a basis for making deci-
sions as to how best to treat the mixed HLW and
mixed transuranic waste/SBW so it can be prop-
erly disposed of and thereby permanently iso-
lated from the environment. The Nuclear Waste
Policy Act makes the Federal Government
responsible for providing permanent disposal of
spent nuclear fuel and HLW, and the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order is consistent with
this. Specifically, the EIS analyzes options for
producing severa different fina waste forms,
including glass, glass-ceramic, or cementitious
material, that impede the migration of contami-
nants to the environment during both short term
interim storage and long term final disposal.

Some alternatives and options analyzed in this
EIS do not meet Settlement Agreement/Consent
Order milestones and some are not dependent
upon the availability of anational HLW geologic
repository. CEQ regulations do not require that
all reasonable alternatives meet requirements of
existing regulations or legal requirements such
as the Settlement Agreement/Consent Order.

II.E1 (3)

Comment - A commentor questions how DOE
used information from specific Sandia National
Laboratories reports regarding performance
assessments of INEEL HLW, which the com-
mentor states conclude that a competently sited
repository would adequately retain radionuclides
regardiess of waste form characteristics. The
commentor, therefore, suggests that calcine
could be directly disposed of without additional
treatment, thus dramatically reducing cost.

Response - The commentor provided DOE with
the reports from Sandia National Laboratories,
upon which the commentor based his conclu-
sions. The reports (published in February 1995)
present an analysis of the viability (from awaste
isolation perspective) of direct disposal of HLW
in unsaturated tuff, a geologic unit that DOE is
studying at Yucca Mountain. As part of the alter-
native review process, the option of direct dis-
posa of the HLW calcine without additional
treatment has been added to this EIS. If this
option is selected, DOE could pursue a determi-
nation of equivaent waste form for the disposal
of calcinein anationa geologic repository.
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lILF.2 HLW Geologic Repository

I.E2 (1)

Comment - Commentors state opinions and con-
cerns regarding the method used to calculate
inventory for the geologic repository, including:

* Equivalent metric tons of heavy metal
(MTHM) should be based on relative
radioactive and radiotoxic hazard.

* Using the historical projection method
would significantly reduce the volume of
HLW that could be disposed of in the
repository to much less than equivalent
commercial spent nuclear fuel loadings,
thus handicapping DOE.

* Arbitrary definitions indexed to volume
instead of heat load would bias against
alternatives with higher product volume.

* The figure of 170,000 MTHM existing in
the DOE complex (presented by DOE at an
EIS public meeting) does not agree with a
Sandia report that cites only 12,060
MTHM, of which only 320 MTHM is at
the INEEL. This would represent only
7.3% of repository capacity of 4,400
MTHM.

* Support the State of Idaho's position that
DOE must recalculate the MTHM deriva
tion of HLW inventory so that al of DOE's
HLW can go to the first repository.

* Internal DOE technical reports support the
commentor's conclusion that DOE's HLW
would fit into the allocation for the first
repository if the inventory is derived from
the parent fissile mass of the waste form.

* The policy of using 0.5 MTHM per canis-
ter for HLW is inconsistent with both the
intent and letter of the law (see 40 CFR
191), and this is contributing to DOE's
inability to deal with HLW. A stronger
adjective than "controversial," as stated in
the Draft EIS, should be used when dis-
cussing thisissue.
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* Decisions surrounding this issue appear to
be made based on DOE policy, irrespective
of the law, which should be followed.

Response - The State of Idaho's Foreword to this
ElS, Section 6.3.2.4 of the EIS and Section 5.2
of the Summary, identify calculation of MTHM
as an area of controversy. The DOE figure of
170,000 MTHM is based on the historical
method of calculation without considering the
reduction in volume that could be achieved
through separations technologies and classifica-
tion of the waste stream using DOE Order 435.1
and Manual 435.1-1 (Radioactive Waste
Management Order and Manual). The Sandia
calculation of MTHM was based on a different
method of calculation than the historical method
of 0.5 MTHM per canister. DOE recognizes that
the State of Idaho would like to use a different
method to calculate the MTHM values in order
to solve the geologic repository volume issue.
Calculating MTHM for the purposes of disposal
in the proposed geologic repository is however
more appropriately within the scope of the Yucca
Mountain EIS and is discussed in Appendix A,
Section A.2.3.1 of that document.

II.E2 (2)

Comment - Commentors state that Waste
Acceptance Criteria for the repository have not
yet been finalized and express varying opinions
regarding this issue:

 Establish finalized Waste Acceptance
Criteria as soon as possible or before a
final waste form is devel oped.

* DOE should move forward with plans to
develop a final waste form even without
final Waste Acceptance Criteria.

* DOE should identify the alternatives that
have the best chance of yielding an accept-
able fina waste form that is acceptable
under RCRA for disposal in arepository.

* The calcine product would not meet the
requirements of the Waste Acceptance
Criteria for the repository. Another com-
mentor requests that the EIS be withdrawn
until HLW disposal criteria have been
established.

DOE/EIS-0287
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Response - DOE recognizes the need to produce
afina HLW form that would meet requirements
for disposal in the potential Yucca Mountain
geologic repository and considered options in
this EIS to address the RCRA characteristic and
listed waste components to accommodate dis-
posal.

DOE believes there is sufficient guidance on the
disposal of HLW to proceed with thisEIS. DOE
has developed a Waste Acceptance System
Reguirements Document that contains perfor-
mance requirements for disposal of HLW in the
potential Yucca Mountain geologic repository.
The EPA has established radiation protection
standards for this repository pursuant to the
Energy Policy Act of 1992. The Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has published arule (10
CFR 63, November 2001) that identifies criteria
for licensing the repository. Based on this infor-
mation, DOE can move forward to identify,
select, and implement decisions regarding man-
agement of HLW. See also responses to com-
ment summaries [11.D.2.b (6) and I11.D.2.c (4).

I.E2 (3)

Comment - A commentor states that the cost of
actually using Yucca Mountain for its intended
purpose will add only a relatively small incre-
mental cost and that Yucca Mountain is going to
cost U.S. taxpayers billions of dollars whether or
not any real waste is ever buried there.

Response - It is true that DOE has invested a
significant amount of money in research and
development to determine if the potential geo-
logic repository at Yucca Mountain is suitable
for disposal of spent nuclear fuel and HLW, of
both commercial and DOE origin, and that these
costs have been incurred whether or not such
material is disposed of at the Yucca Mountain
site. Nevertheless, as explained in Appendix F
of the Cost Report (DOE/ID 10702, January
2000, a unit cost (cost per canister) of HLW was
determined using a technique common to other
DOE projects. The unit cost is afunction of the
expected inventory of HLW and other defense
waste and the life cycle cost, including actual
cost already incurred and estimated future costs.
A calculation based on the Analysis of the Total
System Life Cycle Cost Report of the Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management Program
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(DOE/RW-0533) assumes that 25 percent of the
total life cycle cost of the potential Yucca
Mountain geologic repository is for DOE
defense waste. The 25 percent share ($10.8 bil-
lion) was divided by the number of canistersin
the inventory of DOE waste. The remaining 75
percent of the repository cost would be secured
through the Nuclear Waste Fund. Thisresultsin
a unit cost value of $540,000 that was used to
evaluate alternatives in the 2000 Cost Report.
An update of the life cycle cost report was pub-
lished in 2001 that presented a higher estimated
cost of the potential repository. Using the
updated numbers, the estimated cost per canister
of HLW would be $740,000.

The costs associated with disposal are presented
in the Cost Report to provide the estimated life
cycle costs for full implementation of the alter-
natives analyzed in the draft EIS. Such informa-
tion maybe useful to the DOE in making
decisions regarding such alternatives.

II.E2 (4)

Comment - A commentor states that schedules
must be adjusted to ensure that all INEEL HLW
can be treated and prepared for shipment and
disposal before the proposed geologic repository
closes.

Response - The availability of the potential
Yucca Mountain geologic repository for treated
HLW from INTEC is uncertain. Therefore, it
would be premature to align repository and
INEEL waste treatment activities with those
regarding the potential Yucca Mountain reposi-
tory until the schedule for its development and
operation is final.

II.E2 (5)

Comment - Commentors state that Idaho is not a
suitable disposal site for HLW and that DOE
should be looking for another repository site
even if Yucca Mountain opens. Commentors
expressthe opinion that it isdifficult to favor any
one method of disposal because of the technical
uncertainties associated with these methods.
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Response - DOE has completed an EIS
(DOE/EIS-0250) to evaluate a potential geologic
repository site at Yucca Mountain for disposal of
DOE HLW.

Chapter 5 of this EIS evaluates environmental
impacts associated with long-term onsite storage
of mixed HLW. Asdiscussed in Section 2.2.4 of
this EIS and Section 1.3 of the Yucca Mountain
ElS, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended,
established a process |eading to adecision by the
Secretary of Energy on whether to recommend
that the President approve Yucca Mountain for
development as a potential geologic repository.
The Secretary recommended the Yucca
Mountain site to the President and he has autho-
rized the repository. To date, DOE has not found
any information or factors that would preclude
the Yucca Mountain site from development as
the potential geologic repository. The Nuclear
Waste Policy Act does not currently authorize
DOE to consider another site.

Section 2.2.4 of this EIS discusses the total
guantity of waste that could be accepted at Yucca
Mountain. Appendix C.7, Table C.7-6, provides
a description of the final waste streams and the
volumes of HLW that would be shipped to the
repository from the INEEL for each aternative.

The potential environmental impacts of interim
storage of treated HLW forms from INTEC at
the INEEL through 2095 are addressed in
Section 5.2 of this EIS. The potential environ-
mental impacts of long-term storage of HLW at
DOE sites are also addressed in Chapter 7 of the
Yucca Mountain EIS.

II.E2 (6)

Comment - Commentors assert that the Nevada
Test Site is suitable for HLW and that volume
reduction is not a criterion for disposal of
defense-type wastes. Commentors also state that
the Department of Defense and commercial
spent nuclear fuel claims for repository space
continue to interfere with the U.S. Government's
promise to dispose of INEEL HLW.
Commentors add that the Nevada Test Site is a
reasonable disposal site because it:
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* Is federal land that has aready been with-
drawn from the public domain.

e [sarid.
» Has alow water table.

* |s already contaminated from weapons
testing and cannot reasonably be cleaned

up.

One  commentor  advocates  "Greater
Confinement Disposal" and states that the site
mineralogy would be compatible with a concrete
waste form.

Response - DOE notes the commentor's sugges-
tion that a greater confinement disposal facility
may have advantages for HLW disposal for var-
ious treatment forms; however, Yucca Mountain
is the only site authorized by the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act, as amended, to be characterized for
suitability as the HLW geologic repository. See
also response to comment summary I11.F.2 (5).

In addition, DOE issued the Final
Environmental Impact Satement, Management
of Commercially Generated Radioactive Waste
(DOE/EIS-0046) in 1980. That EIS analyzed the
environmental impacts that could occur if DOE
developed and implemented various alternatives
for the management and disposal of HLW. The
1981 Record of Decision for that EI'S announced
the DOE decision to pursue the mined geologic
disposa alternative (46 FR 26677, May 14,
1981). Given thisdecision and the requirements
of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended,
DOE has selected Yucca Mountain in Nevada as
the potential location for a geologic HLW repos-
itory and the President has authorized its devel-
opment.

II.LE3 Waste Isolation Filot Plant

II.E3 (1)

Comment - Commentors state that the
Transuranic Separations Option would convert
all HLW into two waste forms that could be dis-
posed of at either the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
or alandfill. Commentors also express anumber
of concerns and opinions about disposal of
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INEEL waste at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant,
including:

* The Early Vitrification Option would result
in unacceptable and illegal disposa of
SBW at the Waste |solation Pilot Plant.

* Remote-handled transuranic waste can
only be placed in limited locations at the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, and there are
wastes from other sites vying for these lim-
ited waste alocation dots. Thereis, thus,
arisk that the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
cannot receive all the transuranic waste.

* Separation of waste into non-contact han-
dled transuranic waste and "Class C" low-
level grouted waste forms for shipment to
the Waste I solation Pilot Plant is a waste of
money due to lack of disposal capacity at
that facility.

Response - DOE has determined that there is
adequate capacity at the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant to dispose of INEEL transuranic waste,
including remote-handled transuranic waste, that
could be generated under the alternatives ana-
lyzed inthisEIS. Thiswaste would not preclude
the disposal at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant of
other INEEL transuranic wastes or transuranic
waste from other DOE sites destined for disposal
there. DOE would follow the waste incidental to
reprocessing process as defined in DOE Order
435.1 and Manua 435.1-1 (Radioactive Waste
Management Order and Manual) to determine
whether any waste covered by the alternatives
analyzed in this EIS would be managed as
transuranic waste. Any transuranic waste thus
classified would be managed and processed to
meet waste acceptance criteria for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant.

lI.LF.4 Low-level Waste Near-surface
Landfill

I.E4 (1)

Comment - A commentor asks why one EIS
alternative would dispose of Class A-type grout
waste on-site, while another alternative would
ship it off-site for disposal.



- New Information -

Response - Both onsite and offsite disposal of
low-level waste are reasonable disposal options
for analysisin thisEIS. Itisfor this reason that
waste treatment scenarios that result in a low-
level-waste stream or low-level waste fraction
include onsite and offsite options for disposal.
The exception is the Planning Basis Option,
which includes only offsite disposal since this
aternative reflects the State of Idaho position
that the Settlement Agreement/Consent Order
requirement is to have all calcine and mixed
transuranic waste/SBW treated and ready to
leave Idaho by a target date of December 31,
2035. Further, any mixed low-level waste
streams resulting from the waste treatment alter-
natives would be candidates only for offsite dis-
posal per the Record of Decision for the Waste
Management Programmatic EIS.

II.E4 (2)

Comment - A commentor states that the EIS
should identify potential offsite low-level waste
disposal facilities that would be available as well
as the difficulties in using these potential dis-
posal facilities. The commentor also asks for
contingency plans for low-level waste disposal.
A commentor states that the Draft EIS does not
adequately describe the storage plans (onsite and
offsite) for various subclassifications of low-
level waste.

Another commentor (EPA Region X) rates the
Draft EIS as EC-2 (Environmental Concerns --
Insufficient Information), citing uncertainties
(due to alack of analysis and documentation in
the EIS) that facilities exist for handling and
storing low-level waste.

Response - Section 5.2.13 of this EIS analyzes
environmental impacts to facilities that would
receive low-level waste from the treatment alter-
natives. This section states that annual produc-
tion of low-level waste at the INEEL is currently
about 2,900 cubic meters and although the peak
annual quantity generated under the proposed
action could be as high as 1,400 cubic meters,
the highest annual average would be about 400
cubic meters. These quantities of low-level
waste should not overload the INEEL's capacity
and capability to accumulate, manage, and trans-
port this type of waste.
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In addition, this EIS analyzes three disposal
options for low-level waste generated at the
INEEL: (1) construction of a near-surface dis-
posal facility, (2) use of existing INTEC facili-
ties such as the Tank Farm and bin sets, and (3)
transportation to an offsite disposa location.
Offsite disposal facilities could accommodate
the projected volumes of low-level waste that
would be generated under the alternatives ana-
lyzed in this EIS. Those disposal facilities
included in this EIS for analysis purposes are
Envirocare of Utah for Class A-type low-level
waste grout, and the Chem-Nuclear Systems dis-
posal site in Barnwell, South Carolina for the
Class C-type low-level waste grout. On
February 25, 2000, DOE issued a Record of
Decision for low-level waste and mixed low-
level waste based on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic EIS. In this Record
of Decision, DOE decided to perform minimum
low-level waste treatment at all sites and con-
tinue, to the extent practicable, onsite disposal of
low-level waste at the INEEL and other DOE
sites. In addition, this Record of Decision states
that the Hanford Site in the State of Washington
and the Nevada Test Site will be available to all
DOE sites for disposal of low-level amd mixed
low-level waste.

IV FACILITY DISPOSITION

IV.A Clean Closure

IVA (1)

Comment - A commentor expresses doubt that
the Clean Closure Alternative is worth the
increased site worker mortality rate. Another
commentor is of the opinion that 2,400 record-
able injuries and 290 lost workdays (on page S
55, left column of the Draft EIS) associated with
clean closure of the INTEC Tank Farm seems
excessively high and asks how these figures
were derived.

Response - DOE shares the commentor's con-
cern about the increased site-worker mortality
rate under clean closure of the Tank Farm. DOE
based the worker injury projection on afive-year
average of lost workdays and total recordableill-
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ness/injury rates from INEEL construction
workforce data from 1992 to 1997. In the case
of clean closure of the INTEC Tank Farm, DOE
assumed that 280 workers, each working 2,000
hours per year, would be required for 27 years to
clean close the Tank Farm. DOE calculated that
for 280 workers, with alost workday rate of 31.6
percent and a total recordable cases rate of 3.8
percent, there would be 2,388 total lost work-
days and 287 total injuriesilinesses. DOE has
updated the worker injury rates used in the Final
EIS. Based on the updated information, DOE
calculated that for 280 workers, with alost work-
day rate of 28.4 percent and a total recordable
cases rate of 3.7 percent, there would be 2,100
total lost workdays and 280 total injuried/ill-
nesses. See Section 5.3.8 of thisEIS.

IVA (2)

Comment - A commentor supports the Clean
Closure Alternative and states that contaminated
underground structures such as tanks, vaults, and
piping must be removed. Other commentors
support the Clean Closure Alternative stating
that DOE should remove wastes and keep back-
ground radiation at levels acceptable for general
land use.

Response - Clean closure could make HLW
facilities at INTEC available for general land
use; however, there may be technological, eco-
nomic, and worker health risks involved that
would make it impractical to remove all residual
materia or decontaminate and remove all equip-
ment from the INTEC facilitiess. RCRA haz-
ardous waste regulation 40 CFR 264.197 states
that if al contaminated system components,
structures, and equipment cannot be adequately
decontaminated, then the facilities must be
closed in accordance with the closure and post-
closure requirements that apply to landfills.
These requirements would use performance-
based standards. As indicated in Section 3.4 of
this EIS, which describes the preferred facility
disposition aternative, performance-based stan-
dards would be applied to existing facilities
based on risk calculations. New facilities, built
a INTEC, would be designed consistent with
clean-closure methods as required by current
DOE orders. For al RCRA closures, detailed
closure plans would first have to be developed
by DOE and approved by the State of Idaho in
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accordance with hazardous waste management
standards.

IV.B Performance Based Closure

No specific comments.

IV.C Closure to Landfill Standards

Iv.C (1)

Comment - Commentors express varying prefer-
ences about selection of the tank closure aterna-
tives including:

» The alternative for facility disposition
should be closure to landfill standards
because INEEL will continue to operate for
many years.

» The complexity of disposing of contami-
nated 300,000-gallon waste tanks means
that the "simple" solution of capping the
tanks and "walking away" is unacceptable.

» Tank heels should be removed using
demonstrated technologies, and then the
tanks should be filled with grout.

A commentor states that closure of the tanks and
soils as a landfill assumes that a cap would be
placed over the waste to serve as a barrier
against future leachate generation, which
assumes that the associated CERCLA soils
would also be capped. The commentor also says
that the Summary does not make clear what
steps would be undertaken to meet the landfill
closure goals.

A commentor expresses the opinion that
unavoidable contaminated residues should be
stored in well-defined, isolated, impervious
Spots.

Response - Tank closure to landfill standards
would be performance-based, taking into consid-
eration any contaminant levels that may be exist-
ing and determining what if any amount of
contaminant, including tank residuals, could be
left without exceeding regulatory standards.
Under the Preferred Facility Disposition
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Alternative, closure decisions would be made in
the context of the impact of other facility clo-
sures in the area and CERCLA remediation
efforts associated with the Tank Farm. Thus, the
total residual burden to the environment from all
remediation and closure activities in any area
would belimited to atarget value. Contaminants
that exceed the limit would need to be reduced
accordingly. Thus, although some contaminants
could be left on site, including tank residuals,
proper closure techniques to control or prevent
dispersion to the environment would be imple-
mented as required by closure permits.

As noted by the commentor, many release sites
are being managed by CERCLA and the facili-
ties being dispositioned under this EIS are co-
located. Thus, it is important to coordinate
facilities disposition with the decisions being
made for release sites managed under CERCLA.
These decisions on the final end-state for INTEC
would consider the cumulative impacts of soils
and groundwater contamination from release
sitesaswell asfacilities disposition activities. In
this case, using an engineered cap over this area
may be the final decision.

DOE is committed to long-term stewardship of
sites and facilities where closure decisions
involve leaving contaminants in place. In such
instances, DOE would institute protective mea-
suresincluding institutional controlsthat provide
long-term barriers to inadvertent intrusion and
monitoring efforts that determine the effective-
ness of contaminant controls. See Section 6.3 of
the Summary as well as Section 5.3 of this EIS
for Closure to Landfill Standards infomation.

IV.C (2)

Comment - A commentor states that the Idaho
Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP, now INTEC)
would not qualify as a Subtitle-D dump because
itliesin aflood plain.

Response - Based on the U.S. Geological
Survey preliminary 100-year flood plain map,
parts of INTEC are within the flood plain.
However, the flood plain analysis conducted by
the Bureau of Reclamation indicates that none of
INTEC is within the 100-year flood plain. This
information is presented in Section 4.8.1.3 of
this EIS. DOE is currently conducting addi-
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tional flood plain analysis to resolve the differ-
ences in the flood plain boundaries calcul ated by
the U.S. Geologica Survey and Bureau of
Reclamation methods. Under RCRA regula-
tions, closure of the INTEC Tank Farm and sur-
rounding facilities could occur even within a
flood plain because it would not be considered a
new landfill facility. The cap for final closure of
the INTEC Tank Farm would be designed to pre-
vent significant erosion of the cap during a
flooding event, which is one of the major con-
cerns of closing landfills within a flood plain.
For these reasons, DOE believes the issue of the
flood plain can be adequately resolved during
closure. See also response to comment summary
VIII.C (5).

Iv.C (3)

Comment - A commentor states that void spaces
in empty tanks and containers represent a con-
cern for landfill subsidence and require stabiliza-
tion. The commentor proposes filling the voids
with soil rather than Class A grout.

Response - The need to stabilize void spacesin
tanks and containers to avoid subsidence is
accounted for in all facility disposition alterna-
tives involving the in-place disposal of facility
structures and equipment. However, the use of
soils rather than a grout mixture would not be
practical due the technical difficultiesthat would
be encountered trying to transport a soil mixture
into the tanks and containers as well as into
voids within and around eguipment and struc-
tures left in place. An additional concern is the
inability to achieve a compaction density of the
soil equivalent to the compression strength
achieved by a solidified grout.

IV.D Performance Based Closure with
Low-level Waste Class A or Class C
Grout

Iv.D (1)

Comment - The commentor (EPA Region X)
rates the Draft EIS as EC-2 (Environmental
Concerns -- Insufficient Information), citing
uncertainties (due to a lack of analysis and doc-
umentation in the EIS) that: Grout containing
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the low-level waste would prevent contamina-
tion of the aquifer for 500 years.

Response - Appendix C.9 of this EIS contains
the reasoning for assuming that grouted low-
level waste would remain intact for 500 years,
after which it is assumed to fail. In stating this,
DOE cites the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Branch Technical Position on Performance
Assessment for Low-level Disposa Facilities
(1994), which does not endorse the integrity of
any manmade structure after 500 years.
However, as evidenced by some studies, under
certain conditions cementitious materias (such
as grout or concrete) can be expected to last for
extended periods of time, approaching 1000
years or more (Poe, W. L., Jr., "Long-term
Degradation of Concrete Facilities Presently
Used for Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel and
High-Level Waste," Rev. 1, Report Prepared for
Use in Preparation of the Yucca Mountain EIS,
TetraTech NUS, Aiken, South Carolina, October
1998). To address the commentors concern the
analysis in Appendix C.9 was expanded to
include a modeling scenario where low-level
waste grout fails in 100 years. The potential
environmental impacts to the aquifer are
described in Appendix C.9 of this EIS.

VY WASTE DEFINITIONS,
CHARACTERISTICS, AND QUANTITIES

V(1)

Comment - A commentor cites the Draft EIS
Summary, Section 7.4, discussion of cumulative
impacts and waste and materials, and states that
the INEEL waste inventory as presented does not
include HLW.

Response - As stated in Section 6.4 of the
Summary of this Final EIS, the waste inventory
referred to by the commentor is that INEEL
waste in addition to the inventory of mixed HLW
calcine and mixed transuranic waste/SBW tar-
geted for treatment as part of the actions evalu-
ated in this EIS. DOE proposes to prepare the
inventory of calcine and mixed transuranic
waste/SBW so that it is ready for removal from
the State of 1daho. The EIS considers the envi-
ronmental impacts of waste generated during the
treatment of calcine and mixed transuranic
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waste/SBW (referred to in the EIS as process
wastes) or shipping the calcine directly to the
repository. These process wastes must be
treated, stored, and disposed of in addition to
other INEEL legacy wastes and newly generated
wastes and are evaluated as cumulative environ-
mental impacts in the EIS.

v (2)

Comment - A commentor questions statements
in the Draft EIS regarding waste streams that
would result from implementation of waste treat-
ment options:

» The Draft EIS Summary states that con-
struction activities would generate little
radioactive and hazardous waste, but the
volume reported for Full Separations con-
struction impacts (over 2,000 cubic
meters) does seem significant.

* The Draft EIS Summary identifies radioac-
tive waste as part of construction wastes.
How is radioactive waste generated during
the construction process?

Commentors request that DOE add a clear defi-
nition of newly generated liquid waste in one or
more places in the EIS, including the glossary.

Response - It is DOE's policy to minimize the
generation of waste. Therefore, it may be possi-
ble for DOE to reduce the generation of waste
under the Full Separations Option to something
less than 2000 cubic meters. However, for com-
parative purposes, conservative estimates of
generated waste were used and these relative
quantities were factored into the analysis of the
alternatives presented in this EIS.

Sections 6.2.4 and 6.3.4 of the Summary and
Section 5.2.13 of this EIS discuss waste pro-
duced under the waste processing and facility
disposition aternatives. Table S-2, pages 3 and
4 of 12, (Final EIS Summary) summarizes these
environmental impacts from waste and materi-
als. Section 6.2.4 of the Summary shows that
construction activities produce relatively little
radioactive or hazardous wastes and that thisEIS
examines environmental impacts associated with
generation of both radioactive and non-radioac-
tive wastes resulting from construction and
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waste processing operations. Construction
activities generate some radioactive waste
because new or modified facilities are tied in to
existing contaminated structures - for example,
via piping and ventilation connections.

Newly generated liquid waste was defined in the
text box on page xi of the Draft EIS Summary,
and its characteristics were given in the text box
on page 3-11 in the Draft EIS. However, its def-
inition was inadvertently omitted from the glos-
sary, located in Appendix D of the Draft EIS, and
the acronym was omitted from the Document-
Wide Acronyms and Abbreviations list. In
response to this comment, the definition of
newly generated liquid waste was added to the
revised glossary (Chapter 7 of the Fina EIS),
and the acronym was added to the revised list of
acronymsin this EIS.

V(3)

Comment - A commentor states that much of the
characterization now being performed in the
DOE complex is unnecessary. The nominal pur-
pose of these characterization activities is to
assign codes to the waste, but the actual analyte
concentrations do not determine how the barrel
is shipped or what will be done with it at the
repository. This alows decision makers to put
off politically tough decisions and/or substantive
actions while continuing to spend "program-
matic' money.

Response - Characterization activities are a nec-
essary component of regulatory compliance to
determine if the waste meets the acceptance cri-
teria for onsite or offsite treatment and disposal
facilities. For example, characterization activi-
ties yield data on constituent concentrations that
are used for hazardous wastes if the waste is reg-
ulated under RCRA and, if so, the kind of per-
mitted treatment required for proper disposal. If
the waste is going to a non-RCRA facility, char-
acterization data are necessary to determine that
the waste is bel ow the concentrations required to
demonstrate protection of human health and the
environment. Characterization is also required
for INTEC's mixed HLW for delisting purposes
and for acceptance into the proposed geologic
repository. See also response to comment sum-
mary VII.D (2).
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Comment - A commentor states that the volume
of liquid SBW in the INTEC Tank Farm varies
between 1.4 and 1.9 million gallons.

Response - The inventory of liquids in the
INTEC Tank Farm does vary depending on oper-
ations and use of the High-Level Liquid Waste
and Process Equipment Waste Evaporators. The
current volume of mixed transuranic waste/SBW
in the INTEC Tank Farm is approximately one
million gallons.

v (5)

Comment - A commentor recommends that
DOE undertake additional characterization of
SBW and calcine in the bin sets to support deci-
sion making. The commentor requests that addi-
tional information on characterization data be
published in an appendix to the Final EIS to
allow for comparison with the detailed data on
HLW provided in the Draft Geologic Repository
ElS.

Response - DOE used the characterization data
from the mixed transuranic waste/SBW, Tank
Farm heel samples, and calcine samples taken in
the last year. The updated INTEC data were
checked against the data on INEEL mixed HLW
used in the Final Yucca Mountain EIS. Data on
INTEC mixed HLW is equivalent to that pro-
vided in the Yucca Mountain EIS and can be
found in Appendix C.7 of this EIS. However,
DOE agreesthat, before any alterantive or option
is implemented, additional characterization
would be necessary.

v (6)

Comment - A commentor states that the National
Academy of Sciences report on HLW treatment
alternatives may be in error because it used as a
reference an INEEL technical publication that
over-estimates the radioactivity in HLW calcine
by a factor of ten times. The commentor also
states that the calcine will be below the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission "Class C" disposal lim-
its by the time DOE promised to haveit ready for
shipment off-site.
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Response - For the reasons cited by the com-
mentor, the technical report referenced in the
comment was updated and sent back to the
National Academy of Sciences before the
academy submitted its recommendations.

The commentor's statement that the calcine will
be below Nuclear Regulatory Commission
"Class C" disposa limits by 2035 when DOE
has agreed to have it ready to be shipped offsite
is not supported by DOE's calculations of
radioactive decay. Regardless of itsradionuclide
content, the current classification of calcine as
HLW is based on the definition of HLW, which,
in part, relates to the process under which the
waste was generated. Any other classification of
the calcine or any waste forms resulting from
treatment would have to be conducted in accor-
dance with the waste incidental to reprocessing
determination process. See Section 6.3.2.2 of
the EIS.

V(7)

Comment - A commentor indicates that review
of quarterly reports issued by a former operator
of the ICPP (Phillips Petroleum) shows that
sodium nitrate and sodium hydroxide were used
to dissolve reactor rods, which means that the
resulting Tank Farm wastes clearly meet the
HLW definition.

Response - In the 1950s, a small amount of dis-
solver product containing sodium was sent to the
first cycle feed makeup tanks. Here the dissolver
product was adjusted with nitric acid and alu-
minum nitrate to allow the solution to be chemi-
cally compatible for the first cycle extraction
process to recover the radioactive lanthanum.
The resulting first cycle waste containing the
sodium was then sent to the first cycle waste
HLW tank farm tanks. The HLW containing
sodium from the radioactive lanthanum dissolu-
tion and recovery process was calcined and
stored in the bin sets.

Also small amounts of Experimental Breeder
Reactor-11 (EBR-I1) fuel was dissolved in acid
and the resulting dissolver product was pro-
cessed through the first cycle extraction process.

The small amount of sodium in the EBR-II fuel
is the residual sodium from the heat transfer
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medium which is sodium potassium liquid
(NAK). The resulting first cycle waste was also
transferred to the HLW tank farm tanks and then
calcined and stored in the bin sets. DOE cur-
rently considers the SBW stored in the eleven
tanks in the Tank Farm to be mixed transuranic
waste. However, determination of its classifica-
tion will be made in accordance with DOE Order
435.1 and Manual 435.1-1, Radioactive Waste
Management Order and Manual.

v (8)

Comment - The commentor (EPA Region X)
rates the Draft EIS as EC-2 (Environmental
Concerns -- Insufficient Information), citing
uncertainties (due to a lack of analysis and doc-
umentation in the EIS) that waste stream prod-
ucts could be reclassified as low-level waste,
thus allowing DOE to pursue separations alter-
natives.

Response - Alternatives that evaluate separa-
tions processes and classification of the sepa-
rated fractions are reasonable despite the
technical and administrative uncertainties
involved. Additionally, DOE Order 435.1 and
Manual 435.1-1  (Radioactive  Waste
Management Order and Manual) provide the
process for classifying the waste. From a tech-
nical perspective, specific radionuclides can be
separated from radioactive waste streams, result-
ing in two fractions having different radiotoxic-
ity characteristics. From a practical standpoint,
the two waste fractions could have correspond-
ingly different handling and disposal require-
ments. Information associated with the technical
aspects of waste treatment and administrative
aspects of waste classification are addressed in
Section 6.3.2 of this EIS and Sections 4.1 and
4.2 of the Summary.

V(9)

Comment - Commentors state that DOE must
not be allowed to reclassify waste forms to avoid
meeting legal regulatory requirements.
Commentors further state that both "high" and
"low" activity wastes are HLW by definition and
must be managed accordingly, and that the
attempt to reclassify SBW is a technical way of
avoiding the Settlement Agreement/Consent
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Order requirements to calcine al the Tank Farm
waste. Commentors further assert that the
attempt to reclassify SBW to aless stringent cat-
egory of mixed transuranic waste is unilateral
and is unsupported by any other state or federal

agency.

Response - How waste streams associated with
HLW in DOE's inventory should be classified
and managed is determined through the waste
incidental to reprocessing process prescribed by
DOE Order 4351 and Manua 435.1-1
(Radioactive Waste Management Order and
Manual). The alternatives analyzed in this EIS
identify how DOE would manage these waste
streams depending on the outcome of the waste
incidental to reprocessing determination. See
Section 4.2 of the Summary. A more detailed
discussion is included in Section 6.3.2.2 of this
EIS.

It should be emphasized that classification of
SBW is not for the purpose of avoiding
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order require-
ments pertaining to HLW. The purpose of this
classification is to determine if the waste will be
mixed transuranic waste and disposed of at the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.

The State of Idaho does not oppose DOE's plan
to classify SBW through the process delineated
in DOE Order 435.1 and Manual 435.1-1, pro-
vided that al constituent parts of the SBW are
disposed of out of the State of Idaho, in accor-
dance with the requirements of the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order, and managed in
compliance with regulatory requirements.

v (10)

Comment - A commentor states DOE has
authority to license disposal of low-level waste,
not HLW, which must be permitted under the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission by definition.
The commentor further notes that HLW regula-
tions extend to vitrified low-activity waste, salt
grout, and related processing facilities when
used in support of geologic disposal under
Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations.

Response - The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission has authority to license a proposed
geologic repository for disposal of HLW under
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10 CFR Part 60. DOE and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission can authorize low-level
waste disposal facilities. However, DOE's
authority extends only to disposal of DOE low-
level waste at a DOE site. The Nuclear
Regulatory Commission can license commercial
low-level waste disposal facilities, which DOE
may opt to use. However, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission can also delegate its
authority for licensing commercial low-level
waste disposal facilities to states that have radia-
tion programs meeting Nuclear Regulatory
Commission standards.

It is within DOE's authority to manage its HLW
during trestment and storage as well as after dis-
posal in a national geological repository, which
would be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. Management of DOE's HLW,
prior to disposal, is covered by DOE Order 435.1
and Manual 435.1-1 (Radioactive Waste
Management Order and Manual). See also
Section 6.3.2 of thisEIS. The term low-activity
waste is used to describe the separated fraction
from which key radionuclides have been
removed, thereby considerably reducing the
amount of radioactivity and/or types of radioac-
tive constituents. Although the term "low-activ-
ity waste" may be used descriptively, it does not
denote the appropriate waste classification or, by
inference, the proper disposal option. It is for
this reason this EIS does not use the terms "low-
activity" or "high-activity" waste.

v (1)

Comment - Commentors state that HLW isHLW
regardiess of its location - whether leaked, in
processing equipment, or unintentionaly dis-
posed of. One commentor asks if defunct reac-
tor cores at INEEL are not also HLW.

Response - DOE is addressing radioactively
contaminated media from previous releases at
INTEC under the CERCLA process (see Section
6.3.2.7 of the EIS), which includes coordination
with EPA and the State of Idaho and public
involvement. The management and disposal of
radioactively contaminated media will meet
applicable or relevant and appropriate require-
ments. Contaminated mediawill be analyzed for
their radioactive and hazardous characteristics
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and managed accordingly. The defunct reactor
cores by DOE definition are not HLW.

As for equipment or other materials contami-
nated with HLW, DOE would follow the waste
incidental to reprocessing process (DOE Order
435.1 and Manual 435.1-1, Radioactive Waste
Management Order and Manual) to determine
whether to manage it as HLW or aternatively as
transuranic or low-level waste. See responsesto
comment summariesV (10) and V (12).

v (12)

Comment - A commentor asserts that DOE is
attempting to reclassify SBW, Tank Farm resid-
uals, HLW in ancillary piping, waste residues in
ventilation ducts, and waste leaked from piping
as waste forms other than HLW to avoid regula-
tory or disposal requirements. The commentor
also states that SBW is specificaly either first-
cycle raffinate or has been diluted to avoid clas-
sification as HLW. The commentor says that
DOE is attempting to reclassify Tank Farm heels
and other HLW to other ancillary waste streams
and fails to recognize that "incidental waste" still
falls under the classification of HLW.

Commentors also state that DOE must describe
the processes used for reclassification of HLW
fractions resulting from separations to other
waste forms such as transuranic waste, and must
also describe associated uncertainties. A com-
mentor asserts that DOE processes used to
reclassify waste at the Savannah River and |daho
sites are against the law, are rightfully opposed
by the states of Washington, Idaho, and Oregon,
and violate the Settlement Agreement/Consent
Order

Response - In developing the waste processing
alternatives analyzed in this EIS, DOE made cer-
tain assumptions about how the radioactive
waste streams that would go into and come out
of the selected treatment processes would be
classified. DOE would classify all radioactive
wastes in accordance with the processes
described in DOE Order 435.1 and Manual
435.1-1 (Radioactive Waste Management Order
and Manual). The term "waste incidental to
reprocessing” is used when referring to a process
for determining whether wastes that might be
considered HLW due to their origin could be
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managed as low-level or transuranic waste. This
process, which is included in DOE Order 435.1
and Manual 435.1-1, ensures that radioactive
wastes are managed appropriately based on the
risk they pose to the public and the environment.
It is DOE's position that the waste incidental to
reprocessing process, described in a Chapter 2
text box (page 2-9) and Section 6.3.2.2 of this
EIS, is consistent with law and current policies
of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission with
respect to incidental wastes.

The State of Idaho does not oppose DOE's plan
to classify SBW through the process delineated
in DOE Order 435.1 and Manual 435.1-1, pro-
vided that al constituent parts of the waste are
disposed out of the State of 1daho, in accordance
with  the terms of the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order, and managed in
compliance with regulatory requirements. The
State expects residual wastes to be managed and
monitored in accordance with the applicable
requirements of RCRA, the Idaho Hazardous
Waste Management Act (HWMA), and the CER-
CLA Record of Decision for Waste Area Group
3 for the INEEL.

Waste incidental to reprocessing determinations
are being developed for waste streamsat INTEC,
as described below. These waste streamsinclude
the existing mixed transuranic waste/SBW in the
Tank Farm, the residual waste material remain-
ing in the Tank Farm tanks after cleaning and
closure, contaminated job wastes, and contami-
nated equipment (pumps, valves, etc.) used in
HLW process systems.

Mixed transuranic waste/SBW - The existing
inventory of mixed transuranic waste/SBW in
the Tank Farm tanks at INTEC includes waste
streams associated with spent fuel reprocessing.
However, most of the liquid wastes sent to the
Tank Farm during past reprocessing operations
have been removed from the tanks and solidified
by the calcination process. The bulk of the
remaining inventory is comprised of waste solu-
tions from plant decontamination activities and
processes ancillary to reprocessing, athough a
small fraction of the Tank Farm Inventory is
attributed directly to reprocessing extraction
wastes. When compared to first cycle extraction
wastes, the current inventory of mixed
transuranic waste/SBW is generally much lower
in radioactivity, and therefore poses significantly
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lessrisk. Of the approximately 44 million curies
that resulted from spent nuclear fuel reprocess-
ing a INTEC, about 43.5 million curies have
been calcined or have decayed. Of this amount
about 480,000 curies remains in the mixed
transuranic waste/SBW. A waste incidental to
reprocessing determination (by the evaluation
method) draft has been prepared to evaluate
whether the remaining mixed transuranic
waste/SBW should be managed and disposed of
as transuranic waste. The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission is performing a technical review of
the draft waste incidental to reprocessing deter-
mination prior to its finalization by DOE, which
is anticipated in 2002.

Tank Farm Residuals - Closure of the HLW
tanksis planned at INTEC. As treatment of the
mixed transuranic waste/SBW is completed and
the Tank Farm tanks are emptied, the tanks
would be flushed to maximize waste removal.
Flushing activities would remove waste to the
maximum extent that istechnically and econom-
ically feasible, and to a level that meets regula-
tory requirements for long term protection of the
environment. However, some amount of resid-
ual waste will likely be unable to be retrieved
from the tanks. A waste incidental to reprocess-
ing determination (by the evaluation method)
has been prepared for these Tank Farm residu-
als, which evaluates whether the waste remain-
ing in the tanks after closure should be managed
as low-level waste. The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission will perform a technical review of
the draft waste incidental to reprocessing deter-
mination prior to its finalization by DOE, which
is anticipated in 2003.

There are two other waste streams eligible for
waste incidental to reprocessing determinations.
These determinations can be by either a citation
of evaluation method as determined by applying
DOE Order 435.1 and Manual 435.1-1 require-
ments to the waste. Waste incidental to repro-
cessing determinations are being developed to
determine if contaminated job wastes and con-
taminated equipment and material meet the
requirements to be managed and disposed of as
low level or transuranic waste.

Contaminated Job Wastes - Wastes generated
during HLW transfer, pretreatment, treatment,
storage, and disposal maintenance, operating,
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sampling and analysis, closure, and decontami-
nation activities and equivalent items are eligible
for the waste incidental to reprocessing citation
determination process. Contaminated job wastes
contain small amounts of radioactivity on the
materiasin low concentrations or are limited to
low levels on the components surfaces. DOE
Order 435.1 cites items €ligible for the waste
incidental to reprocessing citation determination
process.

Contaminated Equipment and Materials - This
waste incidental to reprocessing determination
will cover contaminated equipment and materi-
alsremoved from INTEC HLW facilitiesfor dis-
posal. The evaluation waste incidental to
reprocessing determination will be prepared for
the miscellaneous equipment and other related
materials potentially contaminated by HLW
reprocessing streams that have been or will be
removed from service.

VI TIMING OF THE EIS

Vi (1)

Comment - Commentors express concern about
the timing of decisons made to treat waste
(including HLW) at the INEEL, including:

*» Do not rush a decision, especidly if safe
technology, procedures, and/or adequate
funding are not available.

» Take time to consider the safest method of
treatment for people and the environment,
rather than repeating mistakes of the past.

* Avoid short-term solutions like DOE's pre-
decessors of the 1950s, and find the best
long-term solution.

* Recognize that the HLW stream needs
attention; employ technology where con-
tainment and long-term stewardship are
emphasized instead of expediency and
profit of contractors.

» Be aware that the technology that seems
right at the moment may not be right later.
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Commentors also state the opinion that decisions
based on the EIS can be made separately and/or
in a phased manner and should be because:

* It is premature to make all decisionswithin
the scope of the EIS due to lack of infor-
mation.

* DOE should proceed when actions are
planned and feasible and not wait until all
plans can be formulated.

* It is premature to consider vitrification at
Hanford until the facility is approved to be
built and the best way to retrieve calcine
from the bin sets has been determined.

Response - Chapter 1 of this EIS explains why
DOE must make decisions in the near-term
about how to manage the mixed HLW and mixed
transuranic waste/SBW. These decisions need to
be made in the near term so there is time to
obtain the necessary funding, conduct the neces-
sary technology development, engineering
design, and facility construction that would
enable DOE to meet its Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order commitments. DOE
believes that waste treatment technol ogies under
evaluation in this EI'S can be implemented safely
and responsibly, as indicated by the minimal
environmental impacts. Further, once DOE has
selected a waste treatment alternative and
obtained necessary funding, DOE would, as
soon as practicable, complete technical develop-
ment, design, construction, and commence treat-
ment operations in accordance with approved
safety analysis reports. DOE believes that this
would be necessary in order to meet its regula-
tory requirements and agreements with the State
of ldaho. However, because some of thisinfor-
mation remains uncertain (e.g., progress of HLW
treatment at Hanford), and since DOE's agree-
ments contain phased treatment milestones,
DOE anticipates that this EIS may result in a
phased decision that would be implemented in
steps, or in a series of decisions over time. It is
also anticipated that the decision(s) would
include milestones, so that actions would be nei-
ther premature nor postponed, but planned and
implemented as a matter of public record in
accordance with the decision(s). Refer to com-
ment summary VI1.D (2) for discussion on how
phased decisions may impact the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order milestones.
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It is the State of Idaho's position that if DOE
decides on a phased approach, the decision will
include a schedule to ensure DOE meets the
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order mile-
stones.

ThisEISispart of aprocessto disclose and eval-
uate short- and long-term impacts to the human
environment from alternatives to treat, store, and
dispose of INEEL mixed HLW. In this EIS,
DOE has attempted to report the risks to work-
ers, public, and the environment clearly and con-
cisely so that the relative merits of different ways
to achieve the stated objectives can be evaluated
and weighed.

In developing this EIS, DOE evaluated the best
available demonstrated technologies aong with
technologies that are in development. DOE rec-
ognizes that new technologies would continue to
be developed and considered in the future as

appropriate.

Vil LEGAL REQUIREMENTS AND
GOVERNMENT-TO-GOYERNMENT
RELATIONSHIPS

VII.LA NEPA

VILA (1)

Comment - A commentor states that DOE
should place greater emphasis on the recommen-
dations and comments of Citizens Advisory
Boards because they represent a cross section of
the public and have intensively studied the
issues.

Response - In the process of identifying and
evaluating alternatives, DOE considered all pub-
lic comments including comments and recom-
mendations from Citizens Advisory Boards,
received on the Draft EIS, and they were all
given equal consideration.

As the commentor states, the Citizens Advisory
Boards at the various DOE sites are intended to
represent a cross section of the community and
assist DOE in making decisions and addressing
issues. For example, DOE provided a presenta-
tion concerning the Draft EIS to the INEEL
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Citizens Advisory Board at its January 2000
meeting, during the public comment period. The
purpose of this presentation requested by the
board was to assist members with their review of
and comment on the document. The boards meet
on aroutine basis and work closely with DOE to
accomplish its goal of efficient and responsible
operations, in this case at the INEEL. In addi-
tion to this close association, boards also com-
ment on National Environmental Policy Act
documents, as do members of the general public
and other interested parties. In thisregard, DOE
does not assign greater or lesser emphasis on
comments received. See response to comment
summary VII.A (6).

VILA (2)

Comment - A commentor states that the EIS
should evaluate the impacts at Hanford of the
Full Separations and Early Vitrification options.
Commentors stress that before selecting an alter-
native that involves the Hanford Site for treating
INEEL waste, DOE must conduct a site-specific
National Environmental Policy Act evaluation
that expressly concentrates on involving
Hanford stakeholders. A commentor asks what,
if any, follow-on National Environmental Policy
Act analysis would be necessary to implement a
selected alternative.

Response - Section 3.1.5 of this EIS states that
if DOE decides to pursue the Minimum INEEL
Processing Alternative, DOE would review the
need for additional National Environmental
Policy Act documentation. The timing of this
review would occur when the potential of the
Hanford Tank Waste Remediation System for
treating INEEL mixed HLW calcine could be
evaluated with a degree of certainty sufficient to
support DOE in making informed decisions. If it
is determined that additional documentation is
needed to select the Hanford Site for treatment
of INEEL mixed HLW calcine, it would tier
from the Tank Waste Remediation System,
Hanford Ste, Richland, Washington, Final
Environmental Impact Satement. In thisregard,
the analysis would be site specific and the public
involvement process would focus on local stake-
holders and issues.
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Comment - A commentor advises DOE that an
EIS should explain the alternatives and be used
to guide an agency in its decision making.

Response - DOE agrees that an EIS must
explain the alternatives and act as a guide for
DOE when making decisions within its scope.
An EIS must also identify potential environmen-
tal impacts to the affected environment and be
made available to inform the public about
prospective agency actions.

VILA (4)

Comment - Commentors state that the EIS is
inadequate to support a Record of Decision
because information about the most important
variables - such as technical risk, repository
acceptance, and costs of aternatives - is outside
the scope of the document. Another commentor
statesthat the scope of the EISistoo narrow con-
sidering the range of issues that have to be
addressed.

Response - There are variables and uncertainties
concerning DOE HLW management and treat-
ment, some of which are within and some of
which are outside the scope of this EIS. These
are identified in the Summary and are discussed
in relevant sections of this EIS. Technical risk,
for example, is within the scope of this EIS and
is discussed in the Summary, Section 4.3, and in
Sections 6.3.2 and 6.3.3 of this EIS. However,
repository acceptance is not within the scope of
the EIS. The scope of this EIS adequately sup-
ports management of mixed HLW, mixed
transuranic waste/SBW treatment and facility
disposition decisions for the INEEL, and accom-
modates arange of technical, legal, and adminis-
trative uncertainties confronting DOE regardless
of how they are resolved. As for the costs of
aternatives, DOE issued a Cost Report for the
Draft EIS aternatives to show estimated costs.
Stakeholders can request the Cost Report
(DOE/ID 10702, January 2000), though it is not
part of this EIS itself.
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VILA (5)

Comment - A commentor states that it is hard to
identify the alternatives that DOE is seriously
considering because the Draft EIS has no
Preferred Alternative.

Response - DOE considers the alternatives ana-
lyzed in this EIS to be representative of the range
of available options that could be implemented.
DOE had no Preferred Alternative when the
Draft EIS was issued and was not required to
have one. After receipt of public and agency
comment on the draft EI'S and updated informa-
tion provided by DOE management, DOE and
the State of Idaho have selected different pre-
ferred aternativesinthisEIS. Thetwo Preferred
Alternatives are described in Section 3.4.

VILA (6)

Comment - Commentors state that in its analy-
sis, decision making, and project implementation
processes, DOE must invite and maintain a pro-
cess of full public participation and involvement
for one or more of the following reasons:

e Public involvement is a constitutional
right.

 Citizens should be involved whenever
there is a potentia threat to human health
or the environment.

* DOE needs opinions from individuals
other than government officials and those
who stand to profit in some way from the
decision.

Other commentors ask DOE to keep them
apprised of new developmentsin the EIS, and to
keep stakeholders involved throughout the pro-
cess, including informing the public and the
decision maker of the tradeoffs between costs
and environmental impacts, particularly for pro-
jects of this cost magnitude. One commentor
asks DOE to inform the public as soon as a deci-
sion is made on whether to upgrade the New
Waste Calcining Facility to meet the new
Maximum Achievable Control Technology rules.
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Response - DOE agrees that public involvement
is necessary and important to decisions that
could potentially impact human health and the
environment. DOE follows Council on
Environmental Quality and DOE National
Environmental Policy Act requirements for pub-
lic involvement and disclosure. In this regard,
DOE follows forma procedures for informing
and updating the public at key points in the
National Environmental Policy Act process. In
addition, DOE works closely with stakeholders
and media to inform the public of key decisions,
initiatives, program developments, decisions
based on thisand other EISs, and other activities.
This would include any decision to continue to
run the calciner, should that decision be made.
DOE Records of Decision, such as decisions on
the continued operation of the calciner, are made
publicly available.

In addition, DOE maintains other avenues of
communication with the public. For example,
DOE established the multidisciplinary INEEL
Citizens Advisory Board in 1994 to review and
make consensus-based recommendations to
DOE on its activities and plans at the INEEL.
Board meetings are open to the public; in fact,
the public is encouraged to attend. DOE also
maintains active communication with the media
and special interest groups in order to keep the
public informed of new initiatives, significant
issues, and decisions of public interest. DOE
public information offices will provide informa-
tion upon request.

VILA (7)

Comment - A commentor commends the State of
Idaho INEEL Oversight Program for acting as a
cooperating agency on this EIS and expresses
hope that the state representatives will be
extremely careful about making the transition
from cooperator to regulator.

Response - The State of Idaho shares the com-
mentor's concern regarding its dual role as areg-
ulator and a cooperating agency with respect to
this EIS. In both cases, state representatives
must remain independent, represent the state's
interests, and within their authority, act to protect
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human health and the environment. However,
by cooperating with DOE toward the mutual
goal of producing an adequate EIS, the state
must also work diligently to maintain objectivity
S0 as not to compromise the subsequent review
of permit applications for facilities selected by
DOE through this EIS process. Regulators must
conduct permitting and enforcement activities
related to the decisions DOE makes as aresult of
this EIS in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations.

One of the ways the state worked to preserve
objectivity was by assigning the project lead to
the INEEL Oversight Program, which is not a
regulatory program. INEEL Oversight Program
scientists and engineers served as the state's pri-
mary technical reviewers of this EIS, and
worked on this EIS, reviewing data and partici-
pating in verification and validation efforts.
Representatives from the regulatory agencies
were recruited to review portions of this EIS that
describe state law and implementing regulations
(Chapter 6). In this capacity, they made sure that
applicable law and related state policy were
accurately characterized.

Further, it was necessary to involve state regula-
tors in discussions and reviews of EIS facility
disposition alternatives. Except for clean clo-
sure, which would remove all hazardous and
radioactive contaminants to levels that are indis-
tinguishable from background, these alternatives
involve leaving residues and/or wastesin an area
that was contaminated by past practices at
INTEC. Thisareaisalso undergoing aremedial
investigation and remediation pursuant to CER-
CLA. Therefore, in presenting the facility dis-
position alternatives and evaluating potential
environmental consequences it was important to
coordinate EIS and CERCLA perspectives, eval-
uate cumulative environmental impacts, and
address related stakeholder concerns. In al
cases where state regulators were involved, their
contributions were confined to dutiesthat did not
compromise their responsibilities.

VILA (8)
Comment - A commentor remarks that when-

ever there is a state equivalent to the National
Environmental Policy Act, as is the case in the
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State of Washington, DOE must also comply
with the state law.

Response - State environmental policy acts,
such as the one adopted in Washington State,
apply to actions that involve decisions made on
the part of that state and local jurisdictions
within that state. Although these acts differ
among states that have them, they are all based
on the federal National Environmental Policy
Act model and are very similar in requirements
and processes. The State of 1daho does not have
such alaw.

When a federal agency like DOE applies to the
State of Washington for a permit, the state deter-
mines whether issuing the permit could result in
significant adverse environmental impacts. A
finding in the affirmative would require DOE to
prepare an environmental impact statement to
address those concerns before the state would
make a decision on the permit. In instances in
which a federal agency is aready preparing an
environmental impact statement, it is not uncom-
mon for the state and the federal agency to coop-
erate in its preparation, making sure that the
document meets the requirements of both. Or, as
an alternative, one agency prepares the environ-
mental impact statement and the other adopts it,
along with preparation of any amendments or
supplements that might be necessary for its pur-
poses. Under these circumstances, DOE could
use an EIS to make its decision to take an action.
And, the same EIS could be used by the state in
its review of permit applications that DOE must
submit for approval before implementing the
proposed action.

VIl.B CERCLA

VILB (1)

Comment - Several commentors state that DOE
should coordinate treatment to address all forms
of contamination including groundwater, soil,
facilities, and HLW. One commentor states that
the consequences of cleanup should be examined
so that the problem of dealing with contaminated
soils in the future is not compounded. Another
commentor states that soil contamination from
previous INTEC Tank Farm piping system
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releases is being evaluated by the CERCLA pro-
gram, but that this issue is not being considered
in the EIS.

Response - DOE is aware of the benefits of
coordinating waste treatment activities and has
addressed this issue in this EIS with respect to
INTEC. As explained in Section 6.3.2 of this
ElS, the waste treatment and facility disposition
activities selected by DOE would be closely
coordinated with ongoing CERCLA and other
waste management and environmental restora-
tion actions at INTEC. The releases from the
INTEC Tank Farm piping system are being con-
sidered in this EIS from a cumulative environ-
mental impacts standpoint. See responses to
comment summaries1V.A (2), IV.C (2), IV.C (3).

VILB (2)

Comment - A commentor states that remediation
of the INTEC Tank Farm soils must be con-
ducted in accordance with the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission HLW disposal require-
ments as well as Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements under the CERCLA
program.

Response - DOE, not the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, is responsible for managing con-
taminated soils at INTEC. The soils will be
managed in accordance with DOE orders and
other applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements agreed to by EPA and the State of
Idaho and specified in the CERCLA Record of
Decision.

VILB (3)

Comment - Several commentors recommend
that the cleanup be conducted on a prioritized
schedule and that the highest risk waste at the
INEEL be dealt with first. One commentor adds
that the liquid waste at INTEC should be a high
priority.

Response - Remediation of contaminated sites
at the INEEL is proceeding on a schedule under
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CERCLA. The radioactive liquid waste in the
INTEC Tank Farm represents a higher near-term
risk than the calcine in the bin sets under non-
accident conditions. Except for the No Action
Alternative, all of the waste processing alterna-
tives evaluated in this EIS would treat the liquid
waste in the INTEC Tank Farm first. The State
of Idaho believes the liquid mixed transuranic
waste/SBW in the tanks could present the high-
est long-term risk and agrees it should be dealt
with first. The National Academy of Sciences
also recommends treating the liquid mixed
transuranic waste/SBW first.

VII.C RCRA

VILC (1)

Comment - A commentor states that the DOE
document, "Regulatory Analysis and Proposed
Path Forward for INEEL High-Level Waste
Program,” is a shocking rerun of the terminated
Hanford tank waste grouting program. The com-
mentor also refers to DOE's actions at the
Savannah River Site and the INEEL's intent to
illegally delist HLW at the Tank Farm.

Response - The regulatory analysis document
that the commentor refers to was developed to
determine the appropriate list of hazardous waste
codes for the INTEC Tank Farm waste. The
analysis resulted in four listed waste codes com-
prising nine listed waste constituents. Asaresult
of the document, the revised list of RCRA listed
waste constituents has been identified and pre-
sented to the State of Idaho for review and con-
currence. Once concurrence is reached, a plan
for future management of this waste can be
determined. With regard to delisting of waste
codes, this EIS discusses in detail the EPA-
approved process DOE would follow if the
INEEL mixed HLW isto be delisted before dis-
posal. See Sections 6.3.2.1 and 6.3.2.3 of this
EIS.

Activities at the Savannah River Site and the
Hanford grouting program are outside of the
scope of thisEIS.
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VIL.C (2)

Comment - A commentor recommends devising
a strategy that will allow acceptance of haz-
ardous materials in afinal repository.

Response - DOE's strategy for managing haz-
ardous waste disposa in the proposed geologic
repository is addressed in Section 6.3.2.1 of this
EIS. Atthistime, the strategy involves obtaining
concurrence from the State of ldaho on haz-
ardous waste codes and pursuing a delisting
effort for listed codes associated with the mixed
HLW destined for the proposed HLW geologic
repository.

VIL.C (3)

Comment - A commentor states that the charac-
teristics of the remaining liquid SBW are suffi-
ciently different from waste calcined in the past
that previous emission data would not be appli-
cable to a RCRA permitting process.

Response - DOE recognizes that mixed
transuranic waste/SBW is different from the
mixed HLW that was previously calcined at
INTEC. One of the reasons for operating the
calciner up to June 1, 2000, was to obtain and
characterize offgas samples from mixed
transuranic waste/SBW processing campaigns.
The data collected would be used in the autho-
rization processif DOE wereto decideto calcine
the remaining mixed transuranic waste/SBW at
INTEC. See aso response to comment sum-
mariesin I11.A.

VIL.C (4)

Comment - A commentor states that the high-
level liquid waste in the Tank Farm is considered
"mixed hazardous waste," yet DOE is not com-
plying with legal requirements, nor isthe state or
the EPA adequately exercising their regulatory
authority.

Response - As discussed in Chapter 1 of this
ElS, DOE must decide how to treat the liquids so
DOE can cease use of the tanks by December
2012 in accordance with the Notice of
Noncompliance Consent Order. Ceasing use of
the tanks, which do not have compliant sec-
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ondary containment and, therefore, do not com-
ply with hazardous waste regulation, isa priority
for DOE and the State of Idaho. DOE could also
meet its commitment to cease use of the under-
ground tanks by employing compliant tanks to
store any liquid remaining after 2012. The EPA
and the State of |daho have adequately exercised
their regulatory authority.

VII.D Settlement Agreement
Consent Order

VILD (1)

Comment - Commentors caution against adher-
ence to Settlement Agreement/Consent Order
provisions at the expense of public health and
the environment. Specifically, commentors
stress the need to establish a more realistic
schedule that gives DOE time to plan and imple-
ment a HLW treatment program that protects
Idaho and its environment.

Response - DOE's plan and schedule with the
State of Idaho under the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order for waste treatment at
INEEL is contemplated to be completed by atar-
get date of December 31, 2035. DOE intends to
aggressively pursue the means to implement the
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order because it
is in the best interest of public health and the
environment. Protection of human health and
the environment is the primary impetus behind
the Settlement Agreement/Consent Order. By its
implementation, radioactive liquid would be
removed from tanks that do not meet regula-
tions, thus reducing the risk of contamination to
the Snake River Plain Aquifer. Further, DOE
agrees to place the mixed transuranic
waste/SBW and mixed HLW calcine in a form
suitable for transport to a disposal or storage
facility outside Idaho. DOE successfully cal-
cined all of the liquid mixed HLW in the tanks
and commenced calcination of the mixed
transuranic waste/SBW, in accordance with the
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order mile-
stones, prior to placing the calciner in standby.

All treatment alternatives evaluated in this EIS
would pose a small risk to public health and the
environment during the years of operation, elim-
inate risks to the groundwater, put wastes into a
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solid form suitable for disposal, and meet the
Settlement Agreement/Consent Order road-
ready target date of December 31, 2035. Only
the No Action and Continued Current Operations
alternatives, which would leave waste in storage
after 2035, could result in long-term risks to pub-
lic health and the environment.

VILD (2)

Comment - Commentors ask whether the state's
concurrence on the Draft EIS is an indication of
the state's willingness to change the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order. Further, if changes
are not made to this agreement, how would DOE
solve the HLW issues? A commentor states that,
in any event, the public must be kept informed of
DOE plans.

Response - One of the primary reasons the State
of Idaho agreed to be a cooperating agency is
Section E6 of the Settlement Agreement/Consent
Order, which directs both DOE and the State to
begin negotiation on a plan and schedule for the
treatment of calcined waste by December 31,
1999. Both parties agree that this milestone was
met by working together on this EIS, which eval-
uates alternative ways to prepare the calcine so
that it will be suitable for disposal.

The State of 1daho was aware that DOE was a so
preparing the EIS to take a comprehensive |ook
at the entire HLW program at INTEC and that
this evaluation could form the basis for propos-
alsto modify the Settlement Agreement/Consent
Order, as provided by Section J4 of the agree-
ment, which reads:

"In the event any required National
Environmental Policy Act analysis results in the
selection after October 16, 1995, of an action
which conflicts with any action identified in this
Agreement, DOE or the Navy may request a
modification of this Agreement to conform the
action in the Agreement to that selected action.
Approval of such modification shal not be
unreasonably withheld. If the State refuses to
accept the requested modification, DOE or the
Navy may seek relief from the Court. On motion
of any party, the Court may extend the time for
DOE or the Navy to perform until the Court has
decided whether to grant relief. If the Court
determines that the State has unreasonably with-
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held approval, the Agreement shall be con-
formed to the selected action. If the Court deter-
mines that the State has reasonably withheld
approval, the time for DOE or the Navy to per-
form the action at issue shall be as set forth in
this Agreement and subject to enforcement as set
forth section in Section K.1."

The State of ldaho concurred on the EIS as a
cooperating agency. Concurrence 